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ABSTRACT 

 While the subjects of nuclear politics and India's nuclear policy in particular have 

received considerable attention ever since India's tryst with nuclear technology, however 

relatively few works have approached these issues from a constructivist perspective. This work 

seeks to examine how a constructivist approach to India's nuclear policy can help deepen our 

understanding of India's nuclear behaviour and the rationale behind India's overt nuclearisation. 

This issues are addressed by applying a discourse-based constructivist approach to examine 

security and threat perceptions along with non security concerns for India's nuclear behaviour 

that motivated India's path to obtain nuclear capabilities. For this purpose the articulation of 

security/threat perception is examined emerging from nuclear armed China and Pakistan and at 

the same time the discriminatory nuclear regime have diminish India's national interest. 

Moreover India‟s nuclear discourses have transformed considerably with changing world 

politics, with a constant nuclear identity of recognition as a nuclear weapon power. It contends 

that a complete understanding of India‟s nuclear picture is not possible without considering 

articulation of threat perceptions since India shares border with nuclear armed countries and the 

role of interest and identity in portraying its clean non proliferation image which are important 

components of constructivist approach used in understanding India's nuclear behaviour. State‟s 

identity becomes complete only when the “others” recognise that identity. In order to obtain that 

recognition, India has practiced various discursive and material means. The prolific projection of 

its self-image has led to a partial, if not a complete recognition of India as an emerging power in 

world politics. This study tries to analyse India‟s nuclear trajectory and highlight not just the way 

India‟s nuclear behaviour has transformed but also how it transformed. 

 The very nature of international system makes the possession of nuclear weapons a 

reasonable choice for some states, particularly those that can afford to have them. However, the 

destructive nature of nuclear weapons makes their possession problematic. States have 

accordingly craved for as well as shunned nuclear weapons. Despite the fact that nuclear 

weapons have been not used since the bombings on Hiroshima and Nagasaki, their potential use 

has not been ruled out. Meanwhile, the argument that their use lies in their non-use (deterrence) 

has gained credibility. Precisely, due to this reason nuclear issue continues to occupy an 

important space in theoretical discussions of international discourse. Regarding India, the last 

seven decades have witnessed a transformation in India‟s nuclear behaviour, from an advocate of 
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peaceful use of nuclear technology to irresponsible nuclear weapon state in 1974 to a target of 

international sanctions since then and particularly after the 1998 tests, and then to a de facto 

nuclear weapon power since 2005. India, as often presented as a unique and exceptional case, as 

opposed to Iran, Pakistan, and North Korea with similar nuclear ambitions that have been 

labelled as „rogue states‟. India‟s nuclear behaviour represents a puzzle from the point of view of 

its own history and for IR theories. A plethora of theoretical perspectives have tried to explain 

India‟s path towards nuclearization attributing to factors like technological and scientific 

motives, domestic motives, status and prestige motives and security factor. Though this study 

does not underestimate these motives, but mostly academicians and policy makers have 

understood and examined states nuclear behaviour through the realist framework. The role of 

identity in shaping a state‟s behaviour, in general and nuclear behaviour in particular has been 

largely missing. This study tries to analyse constructivist framework to explore the 

transformation of India‟s nuclear identity. 

 Once a target of the global non-proliferation regime, India is now increasingly recognized 

as a „state with advanced nuclear technology‟. Nuclear weapons have always been a 

controversial subject in India‟s politico-strategic environment. India always had an ambiguous 

and uncomfortable relationship with nuclear weapons. During most of its post-independence 

period, the nuclear discourse in India maintained a strong moral repugnance against the 

acquisition of nuclear weapons. However, this aversion gradually weakened in the 1980‟s, and it 

finally reversed into a pro-bomb attitude that was widely shared by all of Indian society in the 

late 1990‟s. Today, nuclear weapons are considered an indispensable element of India‟s national 

identity. Scholars have divided India‟s nuclear evolution into broad phases based on certain 

landmark events. Unlike other nuclear weapons state, India started its nuclear programme not for 

military purposes, but for peaceful purpose. India stayed focused on and restricted to peaceful 

use for over 70 years since independence. Owing to its rich cultural and civilization legacy and 

also its robust participation in international affairs, India desired a rightful place in the comity of 

nations. The evolving identities, interests and security concerns of India remained closely linked 

with nuclear decisions and have patterned those decisions at critical historical junctures. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 Since the bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945 by United States during 

the World War II, the potential danger of using nuclear weapons have been realised 

worldwide. Though some states have voluntarily given up their weapon capabilities 

considering its dangerous consequence but there are some states that have crossed the 

nuclear threshold or intend to in future either for security reasons, for status and prestige 

or for bargaining purpose. The increasing possibility of the use of nuclear bomb by some 

rouge states or even by terrorist cannot be ignored or ruled out. Meanwhile, among others 

the most evident argument for possessing nuclear weapon lies in their non- use, as the 

concept of deterrence has gained credibility. Therefore nuclear issues continue to occupy 

an important space in the theoretical discussion of international discourse.  

  It has been contended that India had an agonizing relationship with nuclear 

weapons. From the beginning of independence, Indian leadership, particularly Jawaharlal 

Nehru, was among the first in the world to apprehend the dangers that nuclear weapon 

posed to humanity. But P.M. Nehru was convinced that nuclear technology could 

contribute immensely in national development.
1
 To a lesser degree, he also believed that 

nuclear technology may have a role to play in countries' defence if efforts at nuclear 

disarmament failed. Till date these contradictory stands in India's nuclear policy is visible 

as they have been through last seven decades. This is evident from the fact that in 1974 

when India conducted its first nuclear test but declared it to be a "peaceful nuclear 

explosion" and not a bomb and after the second nuclear test in 1998 India subsequently 

declared to be a nuclear weapon state.   

 Over the last few years, there has been a proliferation of books and scholarly 

essays that have attempted to pry open the mystery of India‟s nuclear decision-making. 

These works agree on one fundamental point, India‟s decision-making has been largely 

ad hoc. The rationales behind India‟s nuclear programme are 
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 Technological and Scientific Factor 

 This viewpoint holds that technological and scientific factors among others have 

influenced India's nuclearisation process. Scholars like Itty Abraham, M.V. Ramanna, 

Srirupa Roy to name few have elaborately discussed the techno-centric view. They have 

proposed the existence of an India's nuclear and missile scientific technocrats who has 

driven India's nuclear policy, motivated largely by their bureaucratic and even 

psychological needs. They argued that the key individuals in Indian scientific and 

defence establishment have played an important role in India's decision to go nuclear, for 

instance Homi J. Bhabha exerted enormous influence in all decision related to nuclear 

establishment and decision making. Scholars have asserted now and again that by 

exploding a bomb India wanted to demonstrate its technological efficacy to the 

international community as the Indian nuclear test were considered to be the bi-product 

of scientific and technological momentum created by R&D programme. Itty Abraham 

argued that India's quest for nuclear weapon was mainly a "postcolonial state‟s project of 

modernity" and also highlights the secretive nature of the Indian nuclear establishment 

(Abraham, 1998, p. 26). Haider K. Nizamanni uses the expression “nukespeaks” to 

outline the role of strategic community on India's nuclear decision making. Karsten Fray 

has also stressed on the role played by strategic community comprising retired military 

officials, nuclear scientist and civilian strategists to generate public opinion on nuclear 

issue. The strategic groups have determined India's nuclear discourse by directly advising 

and influencing policy maker.  

However the technological and scientific factor may provide some insight to India's 

nuclear choice but it does entail several shortcomings. It fails to explain why India did 

not opted for nuclear weaponisation when China exploded its first nuclear weapon in 

1964 as it was clear that India had a more advance technical and nuclear R&D 

programme. Furthermore India's nuclear weapons are viewed as political weapons and 

the final decision making capacity lies with political leadership and not with scientific 

and strategic community. 
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Prestige and Status Factor 

 This factor is based on the presumption that nuclear weapon programme elevates 

national prestige and status in world community. Such views are based on the assumption 

that there is a close relationship between possession of nuclear bomb and great power 

status as all the five permanent members of Security Council are nuclear weapon states. 

Scott Sagan refers to it as "nuclear symbolism" that is, nuclear weapon are a symbol of 

prestige and status and performs symbolic function by shaping and reflecting leaders 

perception and appropriate behaviour. He argues that prestige was the main factor to 

drive Britain and France to nuclear path. Based on the same premise Nayar and Paul 

asserts that India is no exception as there was a deep-rooted aspiration among the Indian 

for great power status and the acquisition of nuclear weapons is regarded essential for 

achieving this elevated status.  

 The prestige and status model may be one of the factors for state's desire to 

elevate its status and prestige but it suffers from serious limitations. It fails to understand 

that nuclear weapons are not the only basis for acquiring great power status it needs to be 

supplemented with political, military and economic capacity. As it is evident that 

Germany and Japan are not nuclear power but are the major players in world politics 

because of it political and economic attributes. Additionally nuclear weapon programme 

involves a massive economic cost therefore why economically and politically weak states 

like Iran and North Korea are venturing in nuclear programme need to be considered. 

Even India initiated its nuclear programme immediately after its independence when the 

country was under immense pressure of poverty, underdevelopment and weak economy. 

This aspect should also be considered in order to rationalize India's nuclearisation. 

 

Domestic Factor 

 The domestic factor also provides an alternative in explaining India's 

nuclearisation process. The advocates of domestic model have assumed that the 

attainment of nuclear capabilities serves the narrow interest of some of the actors within 

the state establishment. Scott Sagan has classified three prominent actors in a state as, 

state‟s nuclear establishment, military establishment and bureaucratic authorities (Sagan, 

1993) who according to their perception play a decisive role in states acquisition as well 
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as denouncement of nuclear weapons. Dong-Joon Jo and Erik Gartzk asserted that 

domestic factors can influence proliferation of nuclear weapons mainly because states in 

order to divert the attention of public from domestic issue can pursue nuclear ambitions. 

Additionally political leaders may also use the nuclear card to gain votes and win 

elections. Kanti Bajpai asserts that domestic political consideration played a significant 

role in India's overt nuclearisation. He questions the security rational for India's nuclear 

programme and considers it to be misguiding. He argues that Hindu nationalist ideology 

of BJP and the personality of the then PM Vajpayee acted as a major impetus behind 

India's nuclearisation. Bajpai suggested that "BJP played politics with the bomb and the 

nuclear test consolidated Vajpayee's hold on his party and the collations"(Bajpai, 2009, p. 

57). Thus the domestic model attributes India's nuclearisation to the aggressive political 

ideology of BJP. 

 The domestic considerations for India's nuclearisation process cannot be ignored 

but it importance seems to over stretched. The rationales behind Vajpayee Government to 

opt for overt nuclearisation to consolidate power need to be revisited. PM Indira Gandhi 

lost elections after the peaceful explosion of nuclear weapon in 1947 and similarly after 

1998 the BJP government failed to convert its successful nuclear demonstration to 

electoral win.   

Successive Indian governments, across divergent political ideology have been committed 

to work towards enhancement of India's nuclear programme (Ganguly, 1999). The 

Congress Government went for nuclear test in 1947 which PM Gandhi asserted to a 

peaceful nuclear explosion, then P.V Narasimha Rao government had also attempted to 

conduct nuclear test in 1995 but had to be put off as US intelligence source detected 

Indian preparation and exerted enormous pressure on India to abandon the test. The 

successive BJP government had inherited a large scientific-military nuclear infrastructure 

from the previous Congress regime as the 1998 Pokhran test would not have been 

possible in the absence of the well established nuclear programme.   

 

Security Factor               

  Various scholars have considered security concern as the motive behind India's 

nuclearisation. Ashok Kapur main thesis is that Indian decision to test in 1998 was a 



5 

 

response to provocative Chinese, American, and Pakistani strategic behaviour. He argues 

that the close linkages between Pakistan and China and how China helped Pakistan in its 

nuclear quest, American complicity in ignoring evidence of such complicity and the rapid 

advances in Pakistani nuclear capabilities as a consequence. Bhumitra Chakma links 

India's nuclearisation with that of Chinese bomb arguing that in a detoriating security 

environment India's decision to seek after a nuclear weapon was based on the perception 

that India's security as a state was best preserved by going nuclear (Chakma, 2009). 

Sumit Ganguly considers India's path to nuclearisation as a zigzag response to external 

threat and also as the failure of nuclear weapon states to provide India with a nuclear 

umbrella. He additionally contends that nuclear threat from China and Pakistan were vital 

in shaping and molding India's nuclear program (Ganguly, 1999). 

 The rationale behind the test can also be ascertained from the letter by PM. 

Vajpayee to President Bill Clinton following India‟s nuclear tests in May 1998, in which 

Vajpayee wrote about the complexities involved in the deteriorating security 

environment, especially the nuclear environment faced by India and the compulsions of 

circumstances confronting India to make overt its nuclear capabilities.              

 This reveals the necessity of a comprehensive analysis of India's nuclear policy, 

contextualizing it in the broad historical and structural setting. The study does not 

undermines the security concerns as a major factor to drive India's nuclear quest rather 

considers it to be an important factor but while considering the security perspective, there 

is a need to analyses the non security concerns of India's nuclear behaviour that 

motivated India's path to obtain nuclear capabilities. For this purpose the emerging 

discriminatory nuclear regime have diminish India's national interest which needs to be 

analyse. Moreover India‟s nuclear discourses have transformed with changing world 

politics, with a constant nuclear identity of recognition as a nuclear weapon power. It 

should be noted that this study does not dismisses the other perspective in understanding 

India's nuclear policy but instead it contends that a complete understanding of India‟s 

nuclear picture is not possible without taking note of the  concept of threat perceptions 

and role of identity which are important components of constructivist approach used in 

understanding India's nuclear behaviour. State‟s identity becomes complete only when 

the “others” recognise that identity. In order to obtain that recognition, India has 
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practiced various discursive and material means. The prolific projection of its self-image 

has led to a partial, if not a complete recognition of India as an emerging power in world 

politics. 

 India‟s nuclear programme has evolved gradually rather than drastically. The 

process of making nuclear choice arose from India‟s own understanding of itself and the 

world order. In the initial phases, Indian nuclear programme was conceived as an 

instrument of economic development. Atomic science and development assumed a 

significant role in the technological development and the modernization of the country. 

But in the aftermath of the India-China border war, it became increasingly clear to India 

that the present nuclear strategy was not sufficient and thereby India started seeking 

positive nuclear assurances from great powers. During the 1960s and 1970s the cost of a 

nuclear program prevented India from considering nuclear option. The security concerns 

started developing in India with perceived Chinese and Pakistani nuclear threats. With 

mounting pressure from nuclear regime to sign NPT as a non nuclear state compelled 

India to  pursued the policy of keeping „nuclear option open‟ by not being a party to the 

NPT and CTBT. India‟s decision to conduct nuclear tests and formally declare itself a 

nuclear weapon state marks an important historical transition. The 1998 test was a logical 

and perhaps an even inexorable culmination of a decade long evolution of strategic which 

was influenced by increasingly complex and hostile security environment, geopolitical 

developments and its quest for status and identity. This issue is addressed by applying a 

discourse-based constructivist approach to examine first, the constructed nature of threats 

and identity, and then, India's quest for the acceptance of given representations of the 

nature of India's nuclear behaviour. 

  Every Indian leader regardless of their political affiliations has proclaimed an 

extraordinary role for India in Asia and the world. This proclamation was based on the 

"greatness of Indian civilization, its distinct view of the world and its strategic location" 

(Cohen, 2000, p.46). There has been a strong inter linkage between India‟s greatness and 

nuclear issues. The positions states have on nuclear issues is constructed by the idea they 

have about itself and the world (others). The security perceptions and the identity of a 

state with global role have considerably shaped India‟s national interests. In order to 

obtain the identity of a nuclear state, India has practiced various discursive and material 
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means. The prolific projection of its self-image has led to a partial, if not a complete 

recognition of India as an emerging power in world politics. 

  India has always regarded itself as destined to be a major player in international 

politics. The shift of India‟s status from a non nuclear weapon state (NNWS) to a „state 

with advanced nuclear technology‟ marks a transformation in India‟s identity, from a 

regional to a global player. Till recently, India was seen as a target of non-proliferation 

and its role was considered to be limited to South Asia.  But the only super power U.S. 

seems to be recognizing India's status as a nuclear-armed state by opening up nuclear 

cooperation. The signing of the Indo-US nuclear deal in 2008 represented fruit of Indian 

diplomacy which was carefully constructed for many years to establish India's nuclear 

identity as a responsible possessor of nuclear weapons (Sashikumar, 2007). The enabling 

factor was India's strategy of constituting itself as a responsible nuclear power. India has 

presented a unique example of restrained and non proliferation as compared to Pakistan, 

Iran and North Korea who had similar nuclear ambitions but has been labelled as 'rouge 

state' compared to India's status as a responsible nuclear state.  

 Among various theoretical perspective used by academicians and policy makers 

who have tried to rationalised India's path to nuclearisation, precisely realist framework 

has been used to understand and examine India's nuclear behaviour. However the 

constructivist approach to India's nuclear behaviour is missing, the role of idea, social 

construction of threat perceptions and the role of identity in shaping India's nuclear 

behaviour is missing. Therefore this study attempts to analyse constructivist approach to 

understand how India perceived threat from China and Pakistan and explore how identity 

construction have driven the transformation of India's nuclear identity from an 

irresponsible nuclear state in 1974 to a target of international sanctions particularly after 

Pokhran II in 1998 and then being recognized as a responsible nuclear weapon power by 

US since 2005.  
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1.1 CONSTRUCTIVIST FRAMEWORK 

 Over the last three decades Constructivism as an approach to the study of 

international relations has seen increased acceptance within the discipline. According to 

many of its advocates, constructivism is best described as an approach or orientation 

rather than a theory.
2
Whereas a theory seeks to give an explanation of particular 

phenomena, constructivism provides a framework to view such phenomena by focusing 

upon the importance of social interactions and the manner in which these interactions 

help create the reality of our world. As Gergen observes, "The terms by which we 

understand our world and our self are neither required  nor demanded by „what there 

is‟…for any state of affairs a potentially unlimited number of descriptions and 

explanations is possible" (Gergen, 2007, pp. 47-48). He continues, “Our modes of 

description, explanation and/or representation are derived from relationship. …Meanings 

are born of co-ordinations amongst persons – agreements, negotiations, affirmations. 

From this standpoint, relationships stand prior to all that is intelligible”(Gergen, 2007, pp. 

47-48). Constructivism‟s central focus is on this social aspect that mediates our perceived 

reality. 

  Social constructivism is primarily regarded as a theory that tries to bridge the gap 

between rationalist theories and alternative approaches.
3
 Different branches of 

constructivism like radical, social, critical and cultural constructivism occupy different 

polls of this bridge. Social constructivism distinguish itself from rationalist theories, their 

central argument is the way it regards reality as being constructed (Bernett, 2005, p. 259). 

In contrast to the realist claim, reality is not out there waiting to be discovered, rather, it 

is socially and historically produced, and, moreover, “culturally bound knowledge 

enables individuals to construct and give meanings to reality”.
4
 Consequently, the 

international environment in which states exist consists not only of material factors but 

also cultural and institutional factors. This has a number of implications, like the 

identities of actors and the terminology they use are socially constructed. Interests, and 

concepts such as anarchy, balance of power, and relative security are not givens but they 

are the results of a specific social interaction process. Actors give meanings to their 

actions and the objects they construct. Social constructivist disagrees with rationalists 
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definition of culture as a constraint on action, rather argues that culture provides the 

meanings that people give to their actions.
5
 Since all meanings are the consequences of 

certain interactions, they are subject to change. It can be derived that international norms, 

rules and regulations have an effect on states‟ policy making. For social constructivists, 

"power is not only the ability of an actor to get another actor to do what they would not 

do otherwise but also the production of identities and interests that limit the ability to 

control their fate”(Bernett, 2005, pp. 263-264).Thus identifying identities and interests as 

a source of power.  

 The core elements of constructivism can be traced back to the work of Durkheim 

who, “consider social facts as things.”
6
 According to Searle, these social facts “are only 

facts by human agreement.”
7
 In contrast to material facts that exist independently of 

human agency, social facts are wholly dependent on the subjective meanings given to 

them. In effect, if humans no longer exist these social facts would also come to an end.  It 

was in late 1980s Constructivism began to assert itself in the discipline of International 

Relations (IR). Nicholas Onuf and Alexander Wendt were the first two scholars to 

contemplate constructivism within IR. Although Onuf's is credited for introducing the 

concept of constructivism to IR but it was Wendt attempt to elevate constructivism as a 

theory in a form of systemic theorizing. He introduced constructivism as an IR theory in 

his most celebrated work "Social Theory of International Politics" Wendt's work has 

undoubtedly been a greater influence on international thinkers as it was widely accepted 

as an alternative approach to neo-realism in understanding international politics. As 

Wendt's constructivism evolved over time many internationally acclaimed academics 

became the heart of constructivist framework of International Relations.  

  Many alternative constructivist approach exist but what in actual constitutes 

constructivism is not self evident and therefore became a contested area often with 

substantial difference between each approach, became the central point within the 

discipline of International relations.    

 A number of alternative descriptions and formulation to Wendt's constructivism 

are available. Adler in his article "Seizing the Middle Ground: Constructivism in World 

Politics,"
8
focuses on the importance of shared meaning among actors in shaping the 
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world and asserts how constructivism shows that the most stable institutions are also 

based on collective understanding. Also, Finnemore and Sikkink in “International Norm 

Dynamics and Political Change",
9
 describes three elements that shapes constructivism, 

they argues that, first, ideational factors and not material factors primarily shapes human 

interactions. Second, these ideational factors are inter-subjective beliefs that is widely 

shared in nature and not reduced to individual only. Third, these shared beliefs are 

responsible for the construction of identities and interest of purposive actors. The 

association of constructivism with such wide-ranging concepts giving importance to idea 

over material structures, interests and identities, and patterns (that is, behavior, or norms), 

hints at the innumerable ways that constructivist thinking may be conceived of and 

applied. This point strengthen the argument that constructivism defies simple 

categorization. 

 Constructivists are divided into two camps, which will be briefly described as 

they will be used for the purpose of this thesis. The first group includes conventional 

constructivists. They accept “key aspects of neorealist systemic theorizing, such as the 

centrality of the state and the importance of a scientific or positivist approach to 

comprehend phenomena”(Agius, 2010, p. 61) Wendt with fellow conventional 

constructivists sees constructivism as a bridge between the rationalist and the reflectivist 

approaches, enabling both to benefit from the insight of the other. The second group 

encompasses critical constructivists who see reliance on positivism as problematic and 

argue that “the distinction between the ideational and the material world simply 

reproduces the binary distinctions that characterize the positivist methodology” such as 

strong/weak (Agius, 2010, p. 61). 

 In spite of the fact that constructivism is not really one comprehensive school, all 

constructivists agree on three core ontological propositions concerning social life, the key 

Constructivist principles are: 

• Inter-subjectivity (shared contextual beliefs drive human action): Constructivists 

consider normative and ideational structures as important as material structures because 

material structures have only "meaning for human action through the structure of shared 

knowledge in which they are embedded"(Wendt, 1995). Constructivists also highlight the 
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importance of normative and ideational structures because they are thought to shape 

social identities of political actors.  

• Co-constitution: The agents and structures are mutually determined or constitute each 

other. The meanings ascribed and identity of and individual actor or even the patters of 

appropriate political and economic activity are defined by institutionalized norms and 

ideas (Reus-Smit, 2001, pp. 217-218).  

• The importance of identity (which is determined by, and determines, the field of 

political action) In Wendt's words: “Identities are the basis of interests", or in other 

words, identities matter. 

 The approach taken in this study is drawn from constructivist insights about the 

socially constructed nature of threats, specifically of the relationship between threat and 

identity  construction – how the identity of both oneself and of a significant other affects, 

how a particular situation is construed, and accordingly, how interests are thus dependent 

on the identities of the actors involved. An explanation of identity construction provides a 

basis for understanding state conceptualizations of threat. Such an understanding offers a 

foundation to examine the dynamics of India's nuclear policy and to further understand 

India's action and intentions regarding its nuclear program.  

1.1.1 SECURITY PERCEPTIONS  

 Traditionally, security and strategic studies has been dominated by realism and 

later by neo realism, moreover various scholar have driven by realist perspective 

considered security concern as the motive behind India's nuclearisation. According to 

Waltz, states as a primary actor in international politics within the anarchy system tend to 

preserve their interest and behaviour by seeking to survive through self-help
10

 by 

maximizing their security. The need for self-help comes from the fear and mistrust of the 

intentions of others. Waltz argue that ability to address these concerns varies greatly and 

can be accounted for by the distribution of capabilities amongst states, conceived 

primarily in terms of material attributes like "size, wealth, power, and form."
11

 However 

realism failed to answer as to how a state determines whether another state's actions are 

threatening or are aligned with its own interest.  
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 The realist concept of national interest is seen as an objective reality defined in 

terms of military and economic power, ignoring the subjective aspect. Constructivist 

argues that national interest does not exist independent of perceptions. Charles Beard 

points out that idea and material interest cannot be separated and similarly interest is an 

idea which includes human perceptions and interpretation. The constructivist analyses 

security perceptions as a move from material to ideational considerations. The nature of 

threats and the objects under threat are not fixed or given, rather socially construct 

themselves, leading to a greater call to use constructivist understanding. Fierke argues 

that, "the central point [of this approach] is to demonstrate that threats are made in an 

active process rather than discovered in a static environment."
12

 He continues, "it is not 

that weapons or threats of one kind or another have been made up but rather that the 

meaning attached to them, and the subsequent practice, has been molded in 

discourse."
13

The main focus is on how some actors and their actions are labeled as threat. 

Since a security perception is an idea of a state, it is necessary to analyse what role idea 

play in India's articulations of threat it perceived from its nuclear armed neighbours that 

let to its overt nuclearisation.  

1.1.2 IDENTITY FACTOR 

 In social science questions concerning identities have generated vigorous interest 

and concerns and there have been no exception to International Relations. The useful 

entry point to examine the concept of identity has been provided by Goff and Dunn, They 

argue that identity is a multi dimensional concept and highlights four aspect of identity 

as: "alterity, fluidity, constructedness and multiplicity" (Goff & Dunn, 2004, p. 4).  

The idea of identity of a state is at the center of constructivist critiques of realism. In 

constructivist analysis the identity of state depends on its preference and its actions. 

Identity means "who the actors are and what they and other perceives their role to be" 

(D‟Anieri, 2012, p. 96). Identity is a core concept in understanding world politics though 

the constructivist prism.  

According to constructivist understanding, identities and interest are socially constructed 

and not given. It not only provides an explanation of how states remain in conflict with 

one another but also eludes the possibility of overcoming conflict through mutual 

reconstruction of identities and interest. A state identity constitutes the distinguishing 
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characteristics of a state, forming the foundation of its self-respect and status. A state 

understand other state through the prism of identity as ascribed by them and at the same 

time it produces its own identity through its social practice. Consequently, Identity is 

inter-subjective as shared contextual beliefs drive states. As Wendt express“Identities are 

relatively stable, role-specific understandings and expectations about self” (Wendt, 1992, 

p. 397). Social identity can explain the choices made by states as interests and 

preferences of the states can also be explained by identities.  

 Nuclear weapons which is commonly viewed as symbolic in nature infact shapes 

and reflects the identity of the state. The intensity of the nuclear weapon lies with the 

national interest of the state. In the constructivist point of view, it isn't the weapon or the 

number of weapon that states possess concerns but the perception of a state towards the 

state having nuclear weapons matters. This significance of nuclear weapons can be 

outlined by the way that US thinks about nuclear Britain as ally and nuclear Iran and 

nuclear North Korea as enemies. States act differently towards ally than towards 

adversaries on the grounds that the latter is threatening while the former is not. Identities 

provide state's perception about other states‟ interest, role, motives and actions. 

1.2 REVIEW OF LITERATURE  

 The literature on the nuclear policy in general and India‟s Nuclear Policy in 

particular reveals that the literature can be broadly categorized into two dichotomous sets 

of categories. They are: (a) Evolution of Nuclear Politics and Policy, wherein two 

categories of literature has been located and reviewed-first, to the literature pertaining to 

general discussion on the evolution of nuclear politics and policy; and second, evolution 

of India‟s nuclear politics and policy; and (b). The constructivist theory in general, and 

applicability of constructivist approach to India's nuclear policy in particular.    

 The first category of the literature pertains to the general discussion on the global 

nuclear politics. Some representative literature in this category includes, Charles L. 

Glaser (2000), “The Causes and Consequences of Arms Races." Desmond Ball (1981), 

"Can Nuclear War be Controlled", Jeremy Bernstein (2008), "Nuclear Weapons: What 

You Need to Know", Joachim Krause Andreas (2001), "Nuclear Weapon into the 21
st
 

Century: Current Trends and Future," Joseph Cirincione (2007). "Bomb Scar: The 
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History &Future of Nuclear Weapons", Kenneth N. Waltz (1981), "The Spread of 

Nuclear weapon: More May be Better," Michael Mandelbaum (1981), "The Nuclear 

Revolution: International Politics Before and After Hiroshima," Scott Sagan & K. Waltz 

(2003), "The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: Debate Renewed," Scott Sagan ( 1997), "Why 

Do States Build Nuclear Weapons?: Three Models in Search of a Bomb," Stephen M. 

Younger (2009), "The Bomb: A New History," William Epstein (1977), "Why States Go –

And Don’t Go – Nuclear," Among others, deals with the themes like rationale for states‟ 

going nuclear, evolution of nuclear weaponry and its implications to international 

relations, interrogations on the possibility or otherwise of controlling nuclear 

proliferation and its ill impacts, changing power balance due to nuclear asymmetry and 

the resultant instability of international systems, issues of security, etc. 

 Another category of literature relevant to the present study relates to the evolution 

of Nuclear Policy in India. Whereas Abraham Itty (1998), "The Making of The Indian 

Atomic Bomb," Bharat Karnad (2008), "India’s Nuclear Policy," George Perkovich 

(1999), "India’s Nuclear Bomb: The Impact on Global Proliferation," Jaswant Singh 

(2006), "A Call to Honour: In Service of Emergent India," Jain, J.P (1974), "Nuclear 

India," Mohammed B. Alam (1988). "India’s Nuclear Policy," Raja Mohan (2005), 

"Crossing the Rubicon," S.N. Yadav (2009), "India’s Nuclear Policy: Compulsions, 

Commitments and Constrains," Raj Chengappa (2000) "Weapons of Peace," Scott Sagan, 

"Inside Nuclear South Asia," Shyam Bhatia (1979), "India’s Nuclear Bomb," Strobe 

Talbott (2007), "Engaging India: Diplomacy, Democracy and the Bomb," Sumit 

Ganguly, and S. Paul Kapur (2009), "Nuclear proliferation in South Asia: Crisis 

Behaviour and the Bomb," T.T. Poulose (1978), "Perspectives of India’s Nuclear Policy," 

among others offers the reader a post modern and discursive approach to India's nuclear 

programme  and deal with India‟s gradual development of nuclear weapons and 

evolutionary history of India's nuclear policy.  

 The Indian nuclear doctrine, strategy, force posture and command and control of 

nuclear weapons have been reviewed by many well-known Indian and international 

scholars. Some prominent works in this category include, among others, Alam B. 

Mohammad (2002). "India's Nuclear Doctrine: Context and Constraints", Dilip Lahari 
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(1999) "Formalizing Restraint: The case of South Asia", Gurmeet Kanwal (2001) "Safety 

and Security of India's Nuclear Weapon's", Jyotirmoy Banerjee (2000) Bomb and 

Strategy: The Nuclear Dilemmas in South Asia", K. Subrahmanyam (1998) "Vajpayee 

Propounds Nuclear Doctrine", Kelsey De Venport (2012) "India Moves Closer to 

Nuclear Traid", Lawerence Freedman (2004) "Deterrence", M. Hans Kristensen & R. 

Morris (2015) "India's Nuclear force", P.M Kamath (1999) "Indian Nuclear Strategy: A 

Perspective for 2020" Sanjay B. Maharaj (2002) India's Nuclear Arsenal", Uday Bhaskar 

(1999) "India's Nuclear posture at the turn of the Century", V.N Khanna, "India's 

Nuclear Doctrine".  The key issues with regards to the Indian nuclear doctrine and its 

strategic options have been dealt extensively focusing on 'No-First-Use' in the Indian 

context, the credibility of deterrence, survivability concerns after first strike, lack 

infrastructure and the safety and security apprehensions of nuclear assets. 

Gopal Singh & S.K Sharma, edited volume on "Documents on India's Nuclear 

Disarmament Policy: Nehru Era",
14

 is equipped with treaties, agreement, reports, letters, 

UN resolution, proposal, speeches and recommendations made by India for nuclear free 

world. It covers from PM. Nehru era to PM. Vajpayee period. 

Praful Bidwai & Achin Vanaik book on "South Asia on A short Fuse: Nuclear Politics 

and Future of Global Disarmament"
15

 elaborates on the rivalry between India and 

Pakistan in the background of South Asia nuclearisation in 1998 followed by Kargil War 

in 1999. Kargil war is considered as 'short fuse' as nuclear threat was exchanged directly 

or indirectly between two rivals. They argues that India's overt nuclearization in 1998 has 

diminished its conventional strength over Pakistan and become prone to nuclear threat, 

bringing South Asia to nuclear threshold. Additionally they assert that nuclearization of 

South Asia is a blow to global nuclear disarmament. 

Col. Ravi Nanda, in his book "Strategic Compulsions of Nuclear India",
16

 rationalised 

India's nuclear choice in 1998 as self defence considering the strategic environment as 

India was surrounded by nuclear China and Pakistani covert nuclear programme. He 

makes a strong argument for nuclear triad for employing its 'minimum credible nuclear 

deterrent‟. Recommendations are made with regard to what security policy, defence 
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strategy and command and control should India adopt and suggests a combined defence 

service under Ministry of defence. 

George Perkovich, book “India’s Nuclear Bomb: The Impact On Global Proliferation"
17

 

is a well written comprehensive account of India's nuclear journey from a champion of 

nuclear disarmament to a nuclear possessor. It gives a detail account of the evolution 

India's nuclear decision making. An insightful historical revelation on India‟s nuclear 

journey is drawn from various sources like interview with key Indian political leaders, 

diplomats, military leaders and nuclear scientist and strategist. He successfully reveals 

India's paradoxical stance on nuclear weapon.  

Raju G.C. Thomas & Amit Gupta edited book, "India’s Nuclear Security"
18

 is an 

insightful account on a number of important issues and problems that have raised after 

India and Pakistan nuclear test. Various authors explores India's motivations for 

becoming a nuclear state and examines controversies, complexities and dynamics of 

nuclear test as it have altered the regional security environment.  Rajesh M. Basrur, in his 

article "Enduring Contradictions: Deterrence Theory and Draft Nuclear Doctrine",
19

 

argued that India needs to draft a clear cut nuclear policy for the formulation of an 

effective strategy. 

Chintamani Mahapatra in his book "Indo-US Relations into the 21st Century"
20

 mainly 

focused on the evolution of Indo-US relations in the era of new world order. The author 

argues that India as a leader of Non-aligned movement followed an independent foreign 

policy which was not seen favorably by US during the Cold War period. However with 

the disintegration of Soviet Union a unipolar world was created where US emerged as a 

sole superpower. India started revising its policy towards US and with the liberalization 

of Indian economy in 1991 India managed to develop economic, political and strategic 

relations with US. Author also concentrates on the nuclear issues between the two states 

focusing on the economic sanctions imposed by US after India's nuclear test in 1998. 

Ashley J. Tellis in his book "India's Emerging Nuclear Posture: Between Recessed 

Deterrent and Ready Arsenal"
21

 analyses how the May 1998 Indian nuclear test had 

surprised the international community and how the strategic environment of South Asia 
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was altered. Additionally he analyzes how India's status has been transformed to nuclear 

weapon power which has been repeatedly prorated by strategist and political analysis in 

India. He addresses these issues by contextualizing border contours of India's strategic 

interest, institutional structures and  security goals. He further argues that despite 

demonstrating its ability to successfully undertake nuclear explosions, India still has 

miles to cover before it can acquire the capabilities that would make it a nuclear power. 

Baldev Raj Nayar in his book "India and the Major Powers after Pokhran II"
22

 tries to 

rationalize India's nuclear behaviour to go for overt nuclearisation. It was the 

discriminatory nature of nuclear weapon states and nuclear regime that compelled India 

to challenged the hegemonic character of the nuclear powers by exploding the bomb in 

1998.  His work sufficiently covers the negative and positive reactions of the world 

powers after Pokhran II nuclear test. However other imperatives that have rationalised 

India's nuclearisation process has not been adequately incorporated.  

Harsh V Pant in his book "The US-India Nuclear Pact: Policy, Process and Great Power 

Politics
23

 tries to analyses different perspective of Indo-US nuclear agreement. He 

attempts to clarify that apart from India's energy security requirement, rising China and 

its influence in Asia and Pacific region is the primary driver behind the Indo-US nuclear 

deal. He asserts that US is supporting India rise as an great power to balance China. His 

work centers around the instrumental role played by the President Bush and Prime 

Minister M. Singh to seal the deal between two democracies. His work additionally 

examinations the complexities and difficulties set by the Indo-US nuclear deal. 

P.M. Kamath, in his article "Civilian Nuclear Deal: Turning Points in Indo-US 

Relations"
24

 examines the key aspect of Indo-US deal and explains why is it considered 

as the most defining incident in Indo-US strategic relation. He argues that the deal 

recognized India as a responsible nuclear power and supports India's nuclear status. He 

additionally analyses both national and international reaction to the deal. 

Ashok Kapur in his book titled "Pokhran and beyond: India's Nuclear Behaviour"
25

 

historically contextualized India's nuclear journey since its inception before the 

independence of the India and considers factors which compelled India to go nuclear. The 

most significant being the China threat and Pakistan's clandestine nuclear behaviour. He 



18 

 

focuses on how nuclear policy of India have evolved gradually and defined by successive 

Governments regardless their political affiliation. Additionally he outlines India's future 

nuclear strategy. 

              Represented literature on constructivist theory in general and applicability of 

constructivist approach to India's nuclear policy includes, Alexander Wendt (1992) 

“Anarchy Is What States Make of It: The Social Construction of Power Politics”, 

Alexandra Wendt (1999) "Social Theory of International Politics", Barnett Michael 

(2005) “Social Constructivism”, Christian Reus Smit  (2001) "Constructivism", Christine 

Agius (2010) "Social Constructivism", Emanuel Adler (2002)“Constructivism and 

International Relations”, Jo-Ansie Van Wyk . et. al (2007)"The International Politics of 

Nuclear Weapons: A Constructivist Analysis", John. G. Ruggie (1998) "What Makes the 

World Hang Together? Neo-utilitarianism and the Social Constructivist Challenge", L. 

Varadarajan (2004) “Constructivism, Identity and Neoliberal (in)Security”, Maja Zehfuss  

(2004) "Constructivism in International Relations", Runa Das (2008) "Explaining India’s 

Nuclearization: Engaging Realism and Social Constructivism", Shamsad A. Khan (2010) 

"Media’s Constructivism and the India-Pakistan Peace Process", Ted Hopf (1998) “The 

Promise of Constructivism in International Relations Theory", V. Kubalkova, et al. 

(1998), ed. International Relations in a Constructed World", 

V. Kubalkova, et al., edited volume "International Relations in a Constructed World"
26

 is 

an outstanding and all-inclusive series on constructivist IR theory. Kubalkova gives a 

general outline of constructivist theory and analyses the relevance of constructivism 

while focusing on some of the important concept like national identity, ethnicty and 

political economy.  

Klotz and Lynch edited volume "Strategies for research in constructivist international 

relations"
27

 came up with exceptionally valuable volume about doing research utilizing 

constructivist theory, which anybody using constructivism as an approach to their study 

should read. 

Jack Snyder, celebrated foreign policy article “One World, Rival Theories.”
28

  is an 

update version on a similar named article by Stephen Walt (1998). Snyder summarizes 

realism, liberalism and constructivism is a most simplest form and further compare and 
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contrast the basic principles of these theory. It is a perfect overview of international 

theory and constructivism.   

Ted Hopf's, "The Promise of Constructivism in International Relations Theory"
29

is 

widely cited articles by researchers. Hopf efficiently clarifies arguments posed by 

constructivism and how constructivism can give an insightful view of world politics. He 

compares critical and conventional constructivism and suggests that both form of 

constructivism are helpful in understanding international politics 

John. G. Ruggie, article, "What Makes the World Hang Together? Neo-utilitarianism and 

the Social Constructivist Challenge",
30

 clearly argues how the mainstream IR theory - 

liberalism and realism have ignored norms, identities and ideological factor in 

international relations. He argues that constructivism poses a major challenge to these 

theories as it fills in this gap.     

Alexandra Wendt, “The Agent-Structure Problem in International Relations Theory.”
31

 is 

his first significant article. He identifies that some IR theories have focused only on 

structure that is international system and some have paid more attention to the agent- 

actors within the system. Wendt argues that realism and liberalism fails to understand that 

structure and agent mutually constitute each other and provides a comprehensive 

understanding on how international system actually works. 

Alexander Wendt, “Anarchy Is What States Make of It: The Social Construction of Power 

Politics”
32

 is perhaps the most widely read article. Wendt challenges Kenneth Waltz‟s 

(1979) book "Theory of International Politics". He argues that unlike neo realism who 

considers anarchy as inherent, but anarchy is not given by nature nor inherited but 

socially constructed by states which is an ongoing process of social interaction and 

practice. Further he asserts that power politics and self help does not come naturally as 

proclaimed by neo realism, they are not the product of anarchy rather it come from due 

process and not the structure. Therefore anarchy is what states make it. 

Alexander Wendt's “Collective Identity Formation and the International State”
33

 is 

another very widely cited article. Borrowing insight from integration theories and critical 

theory of IR he asserts that endogenously collective cooperation is possible among states 
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at systemic level which will transform anarchy to 'international state' as interactions at the 

systemic level change states' interest and identities.  

Alexandra Wendt's, book "Social Theory of International Politics"
34

was declared the 

"book of the decade" by the International Studies Association. Wendt directly criticizes 

Kenneth Waltz‟s (1979) "Theory of International Politics" and presents a holistic 

approach to both constructivist theory and IR. Wendt develops a socially constructed 

theory of international system. While analyzing the individualistic and materialistic 

approach taken by Waltz's neo-realism he presents a contrasting idealistic and cultural 

worldview. While examining states view of each other as ally or rivals he develops a 

cultural theory based on the roles which he characterized as "culture of anarchy" 

described as Hobbesian, Lockean and Kantian. These cultures are a shared ideas which 

shapes states' interest, capabilities and identities. Further he argues that four factors 

(namely interdependence, homogenization, common fate and self restraint) bring 

structural change from one to another culture. 

Hopf, Ted's "Social Construction of International Politics: Identities and Foreign 

Policies, Moscow, 1955 and 1999"
35

, is an interesting book that focuses on Soviet/ 

Russian identity in 1955 and 1999. It begins with an overview of constructivism focusing 

on the role of identity in foreign policy and how social identity was instrumental in 

shaping Soviet and Russian foreign policy choice. 

Katzenstein, Peter J., edited book titled "The Culture of National Security: Norms and 

Identity in World Politics",
36

 is a well argued volume considering constructivist approach 

to understand the world in transition after the end of cold war. The book features case 

studies (NATO, Soviet foreign policy, the Middle East, Germany and Japan) illustrating 

the role of identity and culture which cannot be neglected in order to understand the 

growing complexities of the world which is undergoing change.   

Nicholas Onuf book, "World of Our Making: Rules and Rule in Social Theory and 

International Relations"
37

 is a classical work in IR for understanding constructivist 

approach. His constructivist framework is built on four "core assumptions," that is inter-

subjective, co-constituent of social reality, ontological significance of language and 
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speech act theory, which lays the foundation of the rule oriented constructivist approach. 

He examines the crucial role of rules and rule in the process of social construction.  

Van Wyk et. al., in their article "International Politics of Nuclear Weapons: A 

Constructivist Analysis"
38

 argues that nuclear weapons since its inception continues to 

dominate world's politics, despite non proliferation efforts state continues to acquire 

nuclear weapons which is evident from North Korea and Iran nuclear development. The 

article focuses on the constructivist approach to international politics of  nuclear 

weapons, emphasizing on how state acquire their identity which eventually shapes their 

material and non-material interest.   

Scott Sagan, in his very famous article "Why do states build nuclear weapons?: Three 

Models in Search of a Bomb"
39

 articulates on three models namely realism, liberalism 

and constructivism to explain the cause of proliferation and why states build nuclear 

bombs. Based on 'Security Model' he argues that states go for nuclearisation to deter 

threat and to increase their national interest, under 'Domestic Model' he argues that 

domestic and bureaucratic interest are the driving force for some states to acquire nuclear 

bomb, it is a political tool and under 'Norm Model' he argues that some states acquire and 

some states resist the development of nuclear weapon because nuclear weapon is 

determined as a symbol of modernity and identity.  

 From the above review of literature, it is seen that although lot has been written 

on nuclear policy of India but adequate writings and research work are not available on 

the nuclear policy of India from constructivist perspective especially on how India has 

constructed its nuclear identity. Hence it justifies the present research on India's nuclear 

policy. 
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1.3  OBJECTIVE OF THE STUDY  

The objectives of this study are as follows: 

1. To analyse the discourse of India's nuclear development. 

2. To analyse security perceptions viv- a vis China and Pakistan as a factor in 

determining India's nuclear decision making.  

3. To historicize India's nuclear trajectory and highlight the ways India's nuclear identity 

has    been transformed and how it has transformed. 

4. To understand the reasons behind India's acceptance as a nuclear weapon power and its 

integration with global nuclear order.  

 

 

1.4 RESEARCH  QUESTIONS 

 

As revealed from the review of literature made above, there is an evident research gap on 

India's nuclear discourse through constructivist lens. Therefore, keeping research 

objective in mind the present study attempts to find an answer to the following research 

questions.  

1. What are the major factors that have shaped the discourse of India's nuclear policy 

since 1947 -1998? 

2. Does security consideration have impact on India's nuclear development? To what 

extent threat perception vis-a vis China and Pakistan factored on India's nuclear policy?   

3. To what extent India's nuclear behaviour enhanced her identity as a nuclear power? 

4. What made international community considers India as a unique case and no longer 

consider it as a target of Non-proliferation? Has this facilitated India's integration into 

nuclear world order? 
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1.5 METHODOLOGY  

 

 India's nuclear choice is mostly debated through the pragmatic worldview of 

security concerns or through liberal understanding of international trust. However little or 

no attention has been given to constructivist perspective with due regard to the role of 

identity in shaping the nuclear behaviour of India. Through the constructivist approach 

this study is an attempt to analyse the meaning ascribed by India to nuclear weapon and 

the range of discursive and material power that has been designed to advance its nuclear 

identity. The concept of identity is significant to this study and it is critical to understand 

its meaning. The identity of a state comprehensively means a set of preferences which 

drives state actions. Therefore the adaptation of Alexander Wendt and Ted Hopf's 

constructive approach relating to identity is used to explain India's nuclear behaviour. 

However it should be noted that the main emphasis on identity does not mean that the 

study tends to neglect other aspect of constructivist approach like culture, norm and 

institution. The study concentrates on identity because it is the most proximate reasons 

for India's nuclear preferences, choice and action.     

 The present study relies on analytical, exploratory, and qualitative analysis of the 

evolution of India‟s nuclear programme and its nuclear policy, nuclear behaviour, and the 

implications of India‟s existing nuclear policy on her strategy for deterrence and how 

India has integrated with global nuclear order. To this end, an extensive reading of the 

documents, reports, newspaper, newsletters, journal etc. has been done.  

 The researcher has analysed both primary and secondary sources of data through 

the analytical techniques of a historical document analysis, included under broad topics 

like “unobtrusive” or “archival research,” (George, 2006; Platt, 2006). It involved the 

analysis of India's nuclear policy, a document review of official records on the Indian 

Nuclear policy and other memoirs of policy makers in the various administrations, and an 

examination of pertinent material detailing the evolution of India‟s nuclear program. The 

study also analyze the relevant documents dealing with India‟s integration with global 

nuclear order as well as its relations with other key players as they impact India‟s nuclear 

program.  

 Primary sources includes Annual Reports of Ministry of Defence and External 
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Affairs, Annual reports of Department of Atomic Energy, IAEA Annual Reports, UN 

Reports, Reports of National Security Council, working papers, research reports, White 

Papers, Official government announcements, Lok Sabha and Rajya Sabha Debates, 

declarations and speeches, Foreign Affairs Record, Congressional Research Services 

(CRS) Records, Reports of think tanks like Rand Corporation, Carnegie International 

Peace Endowment and IDSA are used extensively. US declassified nuclear documents 

available on the websites are also used to complete the study.  

Secondary sources include selected books, articles, internet resources, year books, 

newspaper clippings etc. has been utilized for the research. 

 

1.6 SIGNIFICANCE AND LIMITATION OF THE STUDY  

 This research intends to shed light on India‟s evolution from nuclear abstaining 

state to a threshold state, and in 1998 to a self declared nuclear weapon state that has 

tested its nuclear weapon but not yet a nuclear weapon state, and its strategy of portraying 

itself as a responsible nuclear power. It endeavors to evaluate India‟s security perceptions 

and its impact on its nuclear policy development, security threats from India‟s 

neighboring nuclear states like China and Pakistan, which has compelled India to go 

nuclear. It also attempts to evaluate the non security concerns as pivotal driving force 

behind India‟s quest for the nuclear bomb, and India‟s struggle for nuclear identity. There 

is a need to understand how India‟s nuclear discourses have transformed with changing 

world politics, with a constant nuclear identity of recognition as a nuclear weapon power. 

The study contends that a complete understanding of India‟s nuclear picture is not 

possible without taking note of the threat perceptions along with constrains imposed by 

nuclear regime which motivated India to demonstrate its nuclear capabilities. While 

doing so, the study purports to design an explanatory model which would act as a 

heuristic device in explaining the compulsions of states in adopting a particular kind of 

policy. This development of a theoretical model through the study would contribute to the 

development of the theory of international relations, and hence, enrichment of the 

discipline. Secondly, the findings may be useful for the policy makers in terms of 

possible implications of existing policies and thereby contribute to a more informed 
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policy decisions in future. Thus the study is envisaged to have both practical and 

disciplinary significance.  

 However, despite being ambitious in terms of its possible contributions, the study 

is also likely to suffer from some limitations. Firstly, the availability of primary 

information from defense and foreign ministries owing to the sensitivity of the subject 

became very difficult. Moreover, in terms of development of a particular policy of 

security and strategic nature, a lot depends on the psyche of the state which may be 

difficult to quantify for objective analysis. Thirdly, and most importantly, the twin 

constraints of time and resources hampered the collection of information from the 

multiplicity of sources requiring travel time and procurement resources. Hence, the study 

may not be able to incorporate a wide variety of variables involved in the analysis of such 

policy. 

 

1.7 CHAPTERISATION  

The thesis contains 7 (Seven) Chapters as stated below: 

 Chapter I: Introduction. 

 Chapter II: India‟s Nuclear Policy: A Historical Analysis. 

 Chapter III: India's Strategy for Nuclear Deterrence  

 Chapter IV: Between Realism and Constructivism: India's Nuclear Behaviour 

 Chapter V: India vs. China/Pakistan: Issues of Security and Strategic Options 

 Chapter VI: India and the Global Nuclear Order. 

Chapter VII: Conclusion. 
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1.8 ORGANISATION OF THE STUDY  

 In the first chapter, I have spelt out the constructivist theoretical framework 

within which India's nuclear behaviour and transformation of India's nuclear identity is 

analysed. Within the broader configuration of constructivist approach India's security/ 

threat perception is analysed and India's self-identity is investigated on the basis of the 

notion of identity advanced by two prominent constructivist thinkers Ted Hopf and 

Alexander Wendt. Rationales are advanced by various scholars to explain India's 

nuclearisation, namely, scientific and technological factor, domestic factor and prestige 

and status considerations and security factor. Each explanation exhibit an illuminating 

insight about India's overt nuclearisation, and while considering the role of idea in 

articulation of security concerns and the role of identity in understanding India's nuclear 

behaviour has largely been missing or neglected. This study is an attempt to study India's 

nuclear process taking into consideration the articulation of threat and the notion of 

identity as a viable factor to understand India's nuclear policy. 

The second chapter provides a historical analysis of India's nuclear behaviour 

since independence. Based on certain landmarks developments India's nuclear orientation 

has been delineate into various phases. When India gained independence in 1947 the 

nuclear age had already advanced. It was not possible for India to be unaffected by this 

world reality. India then under the leadership of Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru 

followed the dual nuclear policy. Nehru was totally against the destructive use of nuclear 

technology but he was also convinced that nuclear energy and technology would 

contribute massively to the growth and development of underdeveloped India. Dr. Homi 

Bhabha, the chairman of ACE along with Nehru laid the foundation of India's nuclear 

infrastructure and played a significant role in shaping India's nuclear policy. With Indira 

Gandhi coming to power, she took the decision to test India's nuclear capability but 

fearing economic sanctions immediately declared it as a "peaceful nuclear explosion" 

with no intention to develop weapons. Then came the phase of nuclear ambiguity when 

India imposed self restrain but retained the nuclear option. Globally Indian leaders 

vigorously advocated global nuclear disarmament but at domestic level the importance of 

nuclear energy to its economy was undermined. Then came the end of long pause with 
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Vajpayee government decision to demonstrate India's 'shakti' in 1998 and self declared to 

be a nuclear weapon state.  

In the third chapter, after the 1998 test India's strategy for nuclear deterrence has 

been outlined while analysing India's nuclear doctrine in detail which lay emphasis on ' 

no-first- use policy in compliance with 'credible minimum deterrence'. The rationale 

behind India's need for nuclear weapon is to resist nuclear coercion or blackmail, 

therefore India's nuclear doctrine ascertains political role of deterrence and not for 

fighting war. The chapter focuses on India's nuclear doctrinal aspiration to abolish 

nuclear weapons and analyses India's strategy to deter its adversaries. The use of nuclear 

weapon for retaliation purpose only, the limited number of nuclear weapon maintained 

for deterrence only, civilians in control of nuclear weapons with Prime Minister of India 

heading the political council having the sole authority to authorise the use of nuclear 

weapon and the position and requirement of India's nuclear force is outlined for India's 

strategy for deterrence signaling towards India's responsible nuclear posture. 

 The fourth chapter outlines both realist and constructivist perspective to 

analysed states nuclear behaviour. The study ascertains the constructivist framework for 

analysing India's nuclear behaviour and focuses on the articulation of threat and role of 

national interest in constructing India's nuclear identity. Detail explanation on India's 

preference in foreign policy guided by national interest is presented, the chapter 

investigate India's stand on non proliferation regime and how NPT and CTBT which 

India considers to be discriminatory in nature has influenced its nuclear behaviour.  India 

has always cleared its stand between non proliferation and non proliferation treaty and 

has worked constructively towards non proliferation without being a party to the NPT. Its 

outstanding record with regard to non proliferation is evident enough. The intersections 

of India‟s economic growth with its nuclear capabilities are discussed as the rationale 

behind India's nuclear decision can be ascertained from it. 

In the fifth chapter, I have spelt out India's threat perception towards its nuclear 

armed neignbour China and Pakistan. Tracing the evolution of China‟s nuclear program 

and her stand on nuclear issues. China's ever rising economy and its aggressive political 

and military posture along with its nuclear modernisation and its unresolved border 
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dispute adds to India's critical view of other that is China as a threat. The other threat 

India perceives is from Pakistan, Pakistan has considered India as its enemy since the 

partition in 1947 and the evolution of Pakistan nuclear policy is driven by desire to match 

with India nuclear programme. India's security concern with regard to Pakistan is 

examined focusing on border dispute, terrorism and failed diplomacy. Pakistan 'no-first-

use policy is seen as directed towards India to decrease India's conventional superiority. 

The perception of oneself (India) with regard to other in this case China and Pakistan is 

seen in the light of India's nuclear quest.  

   In the sixth chapter, India's integration with global nuclear order is examined. 

Despite India's past today, it is on the way to becoming an integral part of international 

nuclear order. The historic Indo-US Nuclear Deal led to a new partnership which 

virtually ended India's isolation and further redefined India's engagement with 

international nuclear order. The deal has been analysed in all aspect. The joint statement 

between the two heads of the states acknowledges India's nuclear capability by describing 

it as a 'state with advance nuclear power'. Indo-US deal opened the door to world nuclear 

order, India has signed 14 civil nuclear deal with different countries. India's ameliorate 

relation with international export control is also examined. It is asserted that among four 

international export control organisation namely NSG, MTCR, AG and WA, India has 

been included in MTCR, AG and WA in 2017-2018 because of India's impeccable record 

and unwavering commitment to non- proliferation and its willingness to contribute to the 

same cause has led to the recognition of India's nuclear capability which will contribute 

in raising India as a responsible stakeholder. 

Chapter seven summarizes the research and highlights major findings with 

regard to the research questions formulated. It traces the hallmarks in India‟s Nuclear 

Policy since independence. Threat perception vis-a vis China, Pakistan and of 

international nuclear regimes and the role of identity has been the driving force for overt 

nuclearization and asserts how the nuclear weapons option was gradually converted from 

a national discourse into a strategic alternative by giving new political meanings to it. 

 



29 

 

 NOTES /REFERENCES 

                                                 
1
 This contradictory and dual aspect of India‟s Nuclear Policy which began since free India‟s young days 

has been examined and analysed in details by Abraham, Itty. (1998). The Making of the Indian Atomic 

Bomb: Science, Secrecy and the Postcolonial State. New York: Zed Books. 

2
 For the purposes of this study the constructivism will be conceived of as an approach rather  than a theory, 

allowing greater scope for application of the approach. See Onuf, Nicholas. (1998). Constructivism: A 

User‟s Manual. In V. Kubalkova et. al (Eds.), International Relations in a Constructed World (pp. 58-78). 

New York: M. E. Sharpe.; Hopf, Ted.  (1998).  Promise of Constructivism in International Relation Theory.  

International Security,  23(2), 171-200.;  Finnemore, Martha., & Sikkink, Kathryn. (1998). International 

Norm Dynamics and Political Change. International Organization. 52(4),  887-917.; Ruggie, J. D. (1998). 

Constructing the World Polity: Essays on International Institutionalization.  London: Routledge.; Wendt, 

Alexander. (1999). Social Theory of International Politics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

3
 Rationalist Theory: Neo- realism, Neo-liberalism and Marxism. Alternative approach: post-modernism, 

feminism, normative theory, historical sociology and post-colonialism. 

4
 Ibid., 259 

5
 Ibid., 260 

6
  Berger, P., &  Luckmann, T. (1966). The Social Construction of Reality. New York: Anchor Books. pp. 

14-18. ; Ruggie, J. (1998). Constructing the World Polity: Essay on International Institutionalization. 

London: Routledge.   857-861. 

7
 Searle, J. R. (1995). The Construction of Social Reality. New York: The Free Press. p.1. 

8
 Adler, E. (1997). Seizing the Middle Ground: Constructivism in World Politics. European Journal of 

International Relations, 3(3), 319-363. 

9
 Finnemore, M., & Sikkink, K. (1998). International Norm Dynamics and Political Change, International 

Organization. 52(4), 887-917. 

10
 Rationality can be conceived of as “the ability of individuals to rank order their preferences and choose 

the best available preference” Little, Richrd.(2001). International Regimes. In John Baylis & Steve Smith 

(Eds.), The Globalization of World Politics: An Introduction  to International Relations . Oxford: Oxford 

University Press. p. 314. 

11
 Waltz, Kenneth. (1979). Theory of International Politics. Long Grove, Illinois: Waveland Press, Inc. 

p.96. 

12
  Fierke, Karin. (2007). Critical Approaches to International Security. Cambridge: Polity. p. 99. 

13
  Ibid., 102. 

14
 Singh, Gopal., & Sharma, S.K. (2000). Ed, Documents on India's Nuclear Disarmament  Policy: 

Nehru Era. New Delhi: Anamika Publisher & Distributors (P) Ltd. 

15
 Bidwai, P., & Vanaik, A. (2001). South Asia on a Short Fuse: Nuclear Politics and  Future of Globa 

Disarmament New Delhi: Oxford University Press. 



30 

 

                                                                                                                                                 
16

 Nanda, R. (1999). Strategic Compulsions of Nuclear India. New Delhi: Lancer Books. 

17
 Perkovich, George. (1999). India’s Nuclear Bomb: The Impact On Global   Proliferation. New  York: 

Oxford University Press. 

18
 Thomas, R., & Gupta. A. (2000). India’s Nuclear Security. Colombia: Lynne Rienner Publishers. 

19
 Basrur, Rajesh. (2000). Enduring Contradictions: Deterrence Theory and Draft Nuclear Doctrine, 

Economic and Political Weekly, 35(8/9), 610-613. 

20
 Mahapatra, Chintamani. (1998). Indo-US Relations into the 21st Century. New Delhi: Knowledge World.   

21
 Tellis, J.Ashley. (1999). India's Emerging Nuclear Posture: Between Recessed Deterrent and  Ready 

Arsenal. US: Rand. 

22
 Nayar, R.Baldev. (2001). India and Major Powers after Pokhran II. New Delhi: Har Anand Publishers. 

23
 Pant, V.Harsh. (2011). The US-India Nuclear Pact: Policy, Process and Great Power Politics. New 

Delhi: Oxford University Press. 

24
 Kamath, P.M. (2006). Civilian Nuclear Deal: Turning Points in Indo-US Relations. India Quarterly, 

12(3).  

25
 Kapur, Ashok. (2001). Pokhran and Beyond: India's Nuclear Behaviour. New Delhi: Oxford University 

Press. 

26
 Kubalkova, V. (2001). Foreign Policy in a Constructed World.  New York: Routledge.  

27
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CHAPTER - 2 

INDIA'S NUCLEAR POLICY: A HISTORICAL ANALYSIS 

 

  After the dramatic end of Second World War
1
 the leaders of developing countries 

have paid increasing attention to science and technology on the assumption that an 

indigenous scientific and technology would not only bring prosperity for their people but 

also power and status in international politics. The nuclear era had already begun by the 

time India attained independence. A very grim situation was prevailing at international 

level for newly independent countries after World War II with regard to national security 

and independent conduct of foreign policy in wake of stand taken by U.S and its Western 

Bloc allies that "if you aren't with us you're against us". That situation forced developing 

countries to either surrender their national interest and conduct of independent foreign 

policy by joining one of the two power blocks or pursue independent stand by remaining 

non-aligned from two blocks. 

 After independence India's policy making has developed on two distinct stands, 

an Ashokan one for promoting global peace and the other on Kautilyan stands for 

protecting India's national interest (Pendse, 2000). Indian nuclear policy is the product of 

the international environment. India found itself in midst of world divided into two power 

blocs, with the process of decolonization and disintegration of imperialism and the 

emergence of national states in the third world. It was against this background that India's 

nuclear policy has taken shape. India's nuclear policy was formulated to meet the 

fundamental problem of the country. India's first P.M Jawaharlal Nehru considered 

nuclear power vital for economically and industrially weak India. It was probably his 

impatience to reap the fruits of nuclear science and technology that within twelve days of 

getting freedom, a meeting of the Atomic Energy Research Board was held. 

 The beginning of India‘s nuclear programme is a story of two powerful 

individuals, Jawaharlal Nehru, Homi Bhabha
2
 and their ideas. They regard nuclear 

power, electric and explosive, as representing modernity, potential prosperity, the 

transcendence of the colonial past, individual and collective prowess and international 

leverage. Amid the early years of independence, India sought after what Nehru called ―a 
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peaceful nuclear programme‖ which implied that the programme was developed not to 

build nuclear weapons but rather was a substitute to provide clean energy to the people of 

India. PM Nehru controlled both foreign office and Department of Atomic Energy. As a 

follower of Gandhian non-violence and his deep resentment against violent conflicts and 

his commitment to resolve international dispute peacefully, it was natural that PM Nehru 

would openly oppose the production of nuclear weapon. Most significant aspect of India's 

foreign policy was its strong advocacy of universal nuclear disarmament. On November 

13, 1945, Jawaharlal Nehru declared that the revolutionary discovery of atomic energy 

would either completely destroy human civilization or take it to unbelievable level of 

prosperity
3
. The official policy of the Government of India was to use nuclear energy for 

peaceful purpose which was highlighted in the bilateral agreements between Canada, UK, 

USA and USSR. 

 A careful reading of Nehru‘s speeches and policy declarations clearly reveal that 

he did not close India's nuclear options. It goes to the credit of PM. Nehru that he 

established the strong foundations for nuclear research, so that in future when India 

decides to exercise the nuclear option, it could do so without much difficulty. 

Considering his inclination towards science and technology Nehru wanted to channelize 

science for developmental purposes. Nevertheless nuclear energy is a dual technology as 

it could be used for constructive as well as destructive purposes.  Nehru said that, every 

country should utilise the latest scientific devise for its security and India will also 

develop its scientific research and will use atomic power for constructive purposes, but he 

further asserted that if India's security is threatened that she will not hesitate to defend 

herself by all means.
4
 

 Although the prominent figures in the Indian nuclear establishment thought in a 

different way, Prof. Sumit Ganguly alludes to a discussion between Homi Bhabha and the 

British Physicist Lord PMS Blackett about his interest in acquiring nuclear weapons
5
. 

While delivering a paper in the in the 12th Pugwash Conference in 1964, Bhabha 

expressed his views that nuclear weapons along with adequate delivery system can 

destroy almost every targets, therefore its becomes irrelevant whether the attacked states 

have greater destructive weapons at its command, he argues that nuclear weapons helps 

states to acquire absolute deterrence even against other state  possessing greater 
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destructive power under its command (Ganguly, 1998, 2000). Homi Bhabha could impact 

stalwarts in mainstream scientific researchers, as well as political pioneers to his mindset. 

Former cabinet secretary SS Khera, is of the view that whoever knew Dr Bhabha and 

worked with him were aware of his urge to work towards making bomb (Khera, 1968). 

Bhabha's associates in the Atomic Energy Establishment shared the same passionate 

sense of commitment with regard to making the atomic bomb at the earliest with the goal 

that India could turn into an incredible power. As indicated by Raja Ramanna "There was 

never a discussion among us over whether we shouldn‘t make the bomb. How, to do it 

was more important. For us it was a matter of prestige that would justify our ancient past. 

The question of deterrence came much later. Also, as Indian scientists we were keen to 

show our western counterparts, who thought little of us those days, that we too could do it 

(Raja Ramanna, quoted in Chengappa, 2000, p. 62). 

Indian nuclear history can be divided into the following four phases: 

(i) Phase I- from the development of the Atomic Energy Commission in 1948 to 1964, 

when Nehru died and China exploded their first device; 

 (ii) Phase II from 1964 to 1974 when India did the testing of the Peaceful Nuclear 

Explosive (PNE), namely the period amid which the nuclear establishment gradually 

acquired the materials, know-how and necessary technology; 

 (iii) Phase III the period 1974 to 1995 when no tests were conducted and the government 

changed hands several times; and  

(iv) Phase IV from 1995 to 1998, when the path to testing was taken culminating in the 

nuclear tests themselves in 1998.  

2.1 PHASE I FROM 1947 TO 1964: BUILDING NUCLEAR INFRASTRUCTURE  

  India's indigenous endeavours in atomic science and technology were set up 

remarkably early. The initial step was taken by Dr. Homi Jahangir Bhabha in March 1944 

when he presented a proposition to the Sir Dorab Tata Trust to establish an atomic 

research foundation, more than three years before independence and a year prior to the 

first weapon test in 1945 by US. This prompted the formation of the Tata Institute of 
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Fundamental Research (TIFR) on 19 December 1945 with Bhabha as its first Director. 

Not even exactly a year after independence, on 15 April 1948, the new Government of 

India passed the Atomic Energy Act
6
, prompting the foundation of the Indian Atomic 

Energy Commission (IAEC). In the Lok Sabha debates majority of the parliamentarian 

welcomed the bill however question ascended about the secretive nature of the legislation 

and the patent role of the AEC. PM Nehru defended the bill and the secrecy by 

expressing that he proved unable to distinguish between the peaceful and the military use 

of atomic energy. 

 The AEA placed all uranium and thorium reserves in the country under state 

control and encouraged the conduct of atomic research and development activities in 

'secret.'  In 1945, the Government of India created the Department of Atomic Energy 

(DAE) to additionally invigorate atomic research and energy development. PM Nehru 

and Dr. Bhabha respectively became the first minister and secretary which clearly assert 

that the Indian Government committed to build nuclear programme on priority basis. 

Furthermore, in 1945 the Atomic Energy Establishment, Trombay (AEET)
7
 was set up 

with a specific end goal to accelerate the nuclear infrastructure build-up. Its primary 

objectives were to create skilled manpower and basic infrastructure in order to facilitate 

nuclear R&D and transfer of nuclear technology. 

 In the early phase India utilised a favourable international environment for atomic 

research and development to build its nuclear programme. In the 1950s, the general view 

about atomic R&D was that the 'peaceful use of the atom' could solve many of the 

economic and social problems of humankind. Given such a favourable international 

circumstance and utilising commercial interests of the industrialised countries, India 

garnered considerable assistance from France, the United Kingdom, Canada and the 

United States to build its nuclear programme. In specific, Canadian assistance contributed 

significantly in the early days of India‘s nuclear efforts. 

         Canada consented to furnish India with the 40MW Canada-India Reactor (CIR). 

This was combined with the agreement of the U.S. under the Eisenhower 

Administration's "Particles for Peace" program to supply overwhelming water for this 

reactor. This undertaking, (CIRUS), turned out to be a watershed occasion in atomic 

expansion. The hugeness of the U.S. consent to supply substantial water is this given an 
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extra conductor to the generation of plutonium and enabled India to sidestep the uranium 

improvement process that would have been important to create atomic weapons. By 

enabling this exchange of overwhelming water to happen in 1955, the U.S. should at last 

bear some duty regarding the atomic tests that consequently happened in 1974. 

 India however was very quietly beginning to shift from a uranium based 

production capability to a plutonium based one. This was mainly because of a lack of 

natural uranium resources, coupled with the plutonium produced in the primary stage 

could be used as fuel for the second stage and that would further produce an unending 

fuel supply. The construction of India‘s first reactor, the 1MW Aspara Research Reactor, 

built with British assistance in 1955 made the transition much easier. This was only the 

first step, as after a long negotiations Canada approve to supply India with the 40MW 

Canada-India Reactor (CIR). This was combined along with the US agreement under the 

Eisenhower Administration's 'Atoms for Peace' program to supply heavy water for the 

reactor. This project, (CIRUS), proved to be a defining event in nuclear proliferation. The 

significance of the American approval to supply heavy water is that this provided an 

additional channel for the production of plutonium and allowed India to bypass the 

uranium enrichment process that would have been necessary to develop nuclear weapons 

Sustained efforts produced results quite quickly. The indigenously built one-megawatt 

thermal research reactor the 'Aspara' (Water Nymph) went critical on 4 August 1956. For 

India, this breakthrough was important; because to a large extent it contributed to the 

successive development of its own nuclear programme. 

 By the early 1960s, India, by vigorous indigenous efforts and with considerable 

foreign assistance, made substantial progress in building a formidable nuclear 

infrastructure. More importantly, it had established a technological base, which could 

allow India to begin a nuclear weapons programme or at least a nuclear explosives 

project if the need arose. As it turned out to be the case, India indeed launched a nuclear 

explosion project in November 1965, in the aftermath of the first Chinese nuclear test. 

 In 1958, for the first time China publicly declared its desire to develop nuclear 

weapons, Chinese pronouncement came at a time when India-China relations was 

gradually declining overshadowing the spirit of Hindi-Chini Bhai Bhai (Indians and 

Chinese are brothers). It immediately made an impact on some quarters of India‘s 
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political circles, as a consequence on 10 March 1959 the Lok Sabha introduced the 

motion for discussion which suggested extensive nuclear research in the field of defence. 

During the discussion, Prime Minister Nehru gave less importance to the Chinese nuclear 

threat asserting that India had much more advance nuclear R&D than China. 

 However India's suspicions with regard to China greatly increased. From 1959 

India-China border dispute ascended leading to large scale troop deployments by both the 

countries in early 1962. Moreover a year back India become aware of China's nuclear 

program which gave greater impetus to India's nuclear efforts. India publicly indicated its 

increasing interest in nuclear weapons, on 9 January 1961 PM Nehru asserted that "we 

are approaching a stage when it is possible to for us, to make atomic weapons.‖
8
 In 

September 1962, on Bhabha‘s recommendation, Nehru passed the revised Atomic Energy 

Act tightening central government control over all decisions on atomic energy which led 

to more secretive decision making.  

 Following India's embarrassing defeat by China in the border war of 1962, the 

Jana Singh Party made a first formal demand in the parliament for the development of 

nuclear weapons. Subsequently the conservative Hindu nationalist Bharatiya Jana Sangh 

demanded the production of nuclear weapons for India‘s long-term defence efforts 

against China. Despite such demands from opposition political parties, the Indian 

Government still remained firm not to undertake on a military nuclear programme. 

  From 1944–1964, India primarily focussed on developing a wide ranging civilian 

nuclear infrastructure with an apparent intent of using atomic energy for industrial and 

economic purposes. Jawaharlal Nehru was an ardent advocate of nuclear disarmament.
9
 

Nehru had initiated the study on the consequences of the use of nuclear weapons and had 

adherently suggested the halting of nuclear test. In the mid-1950s Indian diplomats 

played a major role in drawing up the Partial Test Ban Treaty of 1963, which prohibited 

countries from testing in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water, but not 

underground. India was the fourth signatory after the top nuclear powers of the time, the 

United States, the Soviet Union and Britain.  

                From India's point, successful global nuclear disarmament could provide a 

numerous rewards. Disarmament promised a reduction in global tensions and the removal 
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of the danger of nuclear war. Consequently developing countries like India would be able 

to allocate resources to economic advancement as opposed to an expensive arms race. 

During this period there was no apparent indication of any military implications of India's 

nuclear programme with the exception   that India did not act in such a way that it would 

permanently abandon its nuclear option for future. In any case, Indian elites were very 

much aware that the nuclear energy programme contained "a built-in advantage of 

defence use if the need should arise" (Kapur, 1976, p. 194). 

2.2 PHASE II FROM 1964 TO 1974: SMILLING BUDDHA (POKHRAN-I)   

  This was a period of introspection of India‘s nuclear policy accelerated by the 

first Chinese nuclear test on 16 October 1964. Dr. Bhabha, very much convinced that the 

Chinese nuclear test was not very far away as he had estimated within 12 to 18 months, 

secretly began to seek for Nehru approval to authorize a nuclear test in Ladakh to match 

with China. However after Nehru demise on 27 May 1964, Lal Bahadur Shastri 

succeeded him, PM Shastri who followed Gandhian principles was antagonistic about 

India's persuasion of nuclear option. But that summer the prospect of Chinese nuclear test 

had gradually increased, Dr. Bhabha with an intention to garner public and political 

support started expressing his view in favour of nuclear weapons and estimated that India 

can build a bomb within 18 months. Coincidently, at the same time U.S. National 

Intelligence Estimate issued a statement indicating India's capability to produce nuclear 

weapons within one to three years time.  

 Affirming Dean Rusk‘s anticipation about the possibility of Chinese nuclear test 

in near future, China tested its nuclear bomb on 16 October 1964. PM Shastri proclaims 

that the test undermined world peace and repeated his resistance to India following a 

similar path of nuclearisation. However after a week on 24 October 1964 Dr. Bhabha 

made a prominent speech on All Indian radio. Dr. Bhabha asserted that "atomic weapons 

give a State possessing them in adequate numbers a deterrent power against attack from a 

much stronger State" (Perkovich, 1999, p. 67). 
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 Against the background of the still sore wound of 1962 defeat, the Chinese test 

embarked on an unprecedented nuclear debate in India. Notwithstanding Shastri‘s ‗no 

policy change‘ stance, various political parties including a majority of the All India 

Congress Committee members, the Indian media, many influential public opinion-makers 

and a majority of the Indian polity reacted sharply demanding the manufacturing of 

nuclear weapons for security purpose. In the last week of November 1964, Lok Sabha 

held its first debate on foreign affairs after Chinese nuclear test. Three alternative motions 

on nuclear policy were introduced for debate, one called for immediate production of an 

atomic bomb, second one called for embarking on ‗nuclear-based defence installations in 

the country‘ and a third considered revision of Indian foreign policy and strategy 

considering the Chinese bomb. 

  Those who advocated nuclear weapon contended that there is a need for India to 

regain her lost prestige that a deterrent would be effective and cheap, and as an intense 

security threat had emerged India should put herself into the centre of power system. It 

would be important to demonstrate that India was ahead of China. Counter arguments 

was based on the negative impact on economy, and inability of such weapon to solve any 

problem. The question was between domestic consideration and identity as a great power, 

between Gandhian tradition and Cold war realism (Subrahmanyam, 1998). 

 Despite considerable pressure, Shastri was reluctant to change government‘s 

policy line. On 23 November, the Prime Minister repeated his earlier stand that the Indian 

Government would adhere to its traditional policy of developing and applying nuclear 

energy only for ‗peaceful purposes‘ and indicated his government would seek for nuclear 

disarmament to tackle the problem. However, the following day (24 December) he gave 

in to the combined pressure of the Parliament members and slightly modified his 

government‘s policy, switching over from a ‗no bomb ever‘ to a ‗no bomb at present‘ 

position. Shastri indicated that India was capable to produce the bomb, but, maintained 

that a decision should be taken only after a careful consideration of all aspects. However, 

It was a crucial deviation from Shastri's underlying inflexible no-bomb position. Its 

significance lies in the implication that the present nuclear policy was Shastri‘s own, 
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which was based more on intuition and political instinct rather than on expert advice and 

analysis. 

 On 27 November, Jana Sangh introduced a motion in the Lok Sabha and called 

for manufacture of nuclear weapons. Shastri won a voice vote against the motion, by 

assuring the parliament members that his policy would not jeopardise national security. 

In his speech for the very first time he mentioned that India‘s nuclear programme would 

entail ‗peaceful nuclear explosives.‘
10

This change was a small but critical change. Infact 

PM Shastri adopted a ‗nuclear option‘ strategy embracing a middle ground that was the 

third option.
11

 This strategy was regarded to be the practical option at that given time as 

there was an obvious moral, economic and political reason for not taking up on an 

explicit nuclear weapons programme. More importantly, this policy change paved the 

way to undertake the Subterranean Nuclear Explosion Project (SNEP), which PM Shastri 

authorised in November 1965. The probability of immediate manufacturing of nuclear 

weapons from the project was very low. However, the importance of this initiative lied on 

the fact that it had the implied option to go nuclear from a PNE foundation. Indeed, it was 

the beginning of a new era in India‘s nuclear programme which eventually culminated 

with the 1974 nuclear explosion. This explosion provided India with the option to go 

nuclear in the future if desired so. 

 Prime Minister Shastri explored the possibility of an external security guarantee 

from the major powers. However, he was half-hearted and indecisive over the nature of 

seeking an external security guarantee for fear of domestic opposition and suspicion of 

any such commitment‘s credibility. Indians in general had serious doubt about the utility 

of an external security guarantee.
12

 In particular, Indians suspected the credibility of 

guarantee in a crisis scenario. Moreover, many viewed that an external security guarantee 

was nothing but sacrificing the sovereignty and non-aligned policy of the country. 

Following PM Shastri formal consent to develop nuclear explosive, on 5 April 1965, Dr 

Bhabha initiated the Study of Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes (SNEPP) and 

chose Raja Ramanna who was the Director of Physics at AEET to lead the effort. 

  Within eighteen years of their independence, India and Pakistan fought their 

second war in 1965 over the disputed territory of Kashmir. In the midst of the intense 

nuclear debate, this war impacted substantially on India‘s nuclear perception. For New 
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Delhi, the most disturbing aspect of this conflict was Beijing‘s diplomatic support to 

Islamabad and its threat to open a second front along India‘s Himalayan borders. On 8 

September 1965, China had sent an open diplomatic note threatening ‗grave 

consequences‘ if India proceeded with military action against Pakistan (Barnds, 1970). 

Many Indians, including bureaucrats and politicians were persuaded to conclude that an 

independent Indian nuclear capability was the only means to prevent future Chinese 

nuclear blackmail and intimidation. On 22 September 1965, a day before the cease-fire, a 

hundred parliamentarians petitioned to PM. Shastri demanding an immediate approval to 

develop nuclear weapons. The petition referred to the bitter experience of weapons denial 

by Western governments during the war and emphasised that the security of the country 

must no longer depend on the mercy of so-called friendly countries. The petitioners 

concluded that "India‘s survival both as a nation and as a democracy, in the face of the 

collusion between China and Pakistan, casts a clear and imperative duty on the 

Government to take an immediate decision to developed our nuclear 

weapons"(Mirchandani, 1968,  p. 39). As a result of the 1965 war India reinforce its long 

haul plans to acquire Nuclear weapons. The cooperation between U.S. equipped Pakistan 

and nuclear armed China posed a security threat that India couldn't ignore. Unfortunately 

after signing the Tashkent Declaration PM Shastri died of a heart attack and two weeks 

later Dr. Bhabha died due to plane crash in Mount Blare. The sudden death of PM Shastri 

and Dr. Bhabha who initiated the 'third option' strategy and 'peaceful nuclear programme' 

were relegated. 

 After Shastri and Bhabha the official policy changed as well, for P.M. Indira 

Gandhi the question on PNE's was secondary as she had to consolidate Congress' in the 

face of domestic problems. The new AEC chairman Vikaram Sarabhai, was similarly 

chosen for political and domestic purposes rather than reflecting on technological 

preferences of the political leadership. Saharabhai himself questioned the morality, 

political and military utility of nuclear weapons and decided to discontinue the NEP 

project. Despite Saharabhai opposition and PM Indira Gandhi's reluctance, a group of 

scientist continued their work on nuclear explosive. A study to design nuclear explosive 

with plutonium was lunched at Bhabha Atomic Research Centre (BARC) in late 1967. 

The top scientist  who were involved were Raja Ramanna, P.K. Iyangar, Rajagopal 
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Chidambaram, who were not affected by national security concerns but infact they were 

motivated by desire to prove their own and Indian ability to produce nuclear bomb. They 

also felt that they were under no obligation to have a formal approval from the political 

leadership as Ramanna states that Sarabhai "could not keep them from doing their work 

"(Perkovich, 2000, p.123). 

 The first serious strategic development that brought a change in Indira Gandhi‘s 

nuclear stance was the thermonuclear weapon test by China on 9 May 1966. This 

enhanced China‘s capability to targets deep into India. Given this development and 

China‘s determination to build a modern nuclear force, the Indira Gandhi Government 

began to consider seriously exercising the nuclear option by undertaking on a nuclear 

weapons programme. In reaction to this development, the PM Indira Gandhi announced 

in the Lok Sabha that in addition to ‗peaceful‘ uses of atomic power, India would 

increase nuclear technological know-how and ‗other competence.‘ It was interpreted, 

however, as a subtle, but crucial, change in her nuclear policy.  Several executive 

members of the Congress Party Parliamentary Group demanded that India had no choice 

but to develop the nuclear bomb in self-defence or at least to undertake a vigorous pursuit 

of a nuclear technological development to an extent where a switch-over to arms 

production was possible in a short time. In reply, PM Indira Gandhi assured them that the 

Government would step up its efforts to develop scientific and technological know-how 

in the field of nuclear energy. The Prime Minister also maintained that there was no 

question of a country like India depending upon others to defend itself. However, PM 

Indira Gandhi still chose not to begin a definite nuclear weapons programme considering 

its economic, political and diplomatic fallout. She instead geared up research and 

development of India‘s nuclear explosive technology. India resisted growing non-

proliferation pressure from the major powers as was reflected in India‘s decision not to 

sign the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) in 1968. 

 Since negotiation on global proliferation regime emerged in the mid-1960s, the 

treaty was largely debated along certain normative principles in India. The policy in post-

Nehru period undergoes a subtle shift best describe as one from an opposition to nuclear 

weapons, to a ―no bomb now" orientation. New uncertainties are reflected in India's role 

and attitude to the NPT negotiation in which it had initially played a significant role. The 
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final draft of the treaty diluted what India and other non-nuclear weapon states wanted, 

namely a balance between the differential commitment of nuclear weapon state 

signatories and the non-nuclear weapons states signatories.  

 In the first Committee of UN General Assembly, 31 October 1966 Indian 

representative V.C. Trivedi adopted the stance of universal non-proliferation and 

disarmament and that no permanent club of nuclear powers should be given exception. 

He stated that the non nuclear states have no option but to pursue the same option as 

necessary if the existent nuclear powers resisted disarmament. It was clear that India 

would not shun atomic arms unless the existing nuclear states likewise did. This rationale 

prompted India declining to sign the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty and voting against 

it on 12 June 1968. The other major reason behind India‘s non signature was China's 

decision not to sign the NPT and India's new hesitance to commit itself to future 

abstinence (Bidwai & Vanaik, 1999). Behind the curtains of criticism of the NPT from 

the moral high ground, however, India intensified nuclear preparation at the ground level. 

  On the political front, by 1969 Mrs. Gandhi had consolidated her hold on power 

in the party and in the parliament. Dr. Sarabhai, who had a unified view of the defence 

needs of the country, had started a space and missile development program separate from 

the Atomic Energy establishment before he died suddenly of a heart attack in 1971. By 

this time, the team of Ramanna and company had crossed almost all the hurdles on the 

way to a successful building of the PNE device (except for one remaining vital 

component, the neutron initiator). The only remaining thing was the authorization from 

the Prime Minister Indira Gandhi to build the device. By fall of 1971, Mrs. Gandhi had 

made public statements revealing that momentum was gathering for building and 

exploding the device.  

  In late 1971, a crisis in East Pakistan resulted in India-Pakistan war. Within 

twenty four years of their independence, the war ended with the creation of a new nation 

Bangladesh. The result was that India won the limited war with Pakistan. However, this 

war left significant strategic and nuclear implication for India. The U.S. (Nixon-

Kissinger) infamous "tilt"
13

 with the subsequent sending of a nuclear capable aircraft 

carrier –the USS Enterprise and nine supporting warships to the Bay of Bengal was 

alarming for the Indians and left long-lasting scars in the Indian thinking about their 
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security questions. Even more frightening to India was the prospect that a US-Pakistan-

China strategic triangle would develop in near future. Indeed it generated substantial 

strategic pressure on India. Such a potential brought India closer to Soviet Union and 

signed a Treaty of Peace, Friendship and Cooperation on 9, August 1971 which reduced 

the fears about possible pressure on the northern borders from China. Thus the third Indo-

Pak war prompted India to pursue a more robust defence and nuclear policy. 

  India conducted a PNE at the Pokhran test site on 18 May 1974, codenamed 

‘Smiling Buddha‘ It is almost impossible to say with certainty, what were the main 

motivating factors for the decision to proceed with the Pokhran test. It appears that it is a 

complex mix of national security, scientific-technological ambition and momentum, 

interpersonal relations, desire to show prowess etc. The rationale and sequence of 

decisions or events leading up to the 1974 tests remains very difficult. However, in 1970, 

the Indian Government began to consider seriously the conduct of a nuclear explosion 

against the background of Chinese nuclear activities. Sentiment for moving ahead gained 

momentum in the wake of the 1971 Indo-Pakistani War. In September 1972, PM Indira 

Gandhi authorized the chairman of AEC Homi Sethna to build a nuclear explosive device 

which would be eventually exploded in a 'peaceful' test. A small team of scientists from 

BARC and DRDO took another year and a half to finish the project. In January-February 

1973, PM Mrs Gandhi had a closed door meeting with Mr. Sethn, Mr Ramanna and a few 

close advisors to discuss the issue though no military advisor were present in the meeting. 

According to Dr. Ramanna "Mrs Gandhi did not ask any questions or say anything 

revealing, just listened and then said, let's have it" (Kaul, 1974, p. 19). 

 The Pokhran test of 18 May 1974 was described by Indian officials as a ―peaceful 

nuclear explosion‖ (PNE). Prime Minister Gandhi went further emphasizing ―that the 

new nuclear know-how and technology would contribute to India‘s development, even if 

the economically advanced nations would suggest otherwise‖ (Perkovich, 2000, p.178). It 

was not very clear when PM Mrs. Gandhi took the ‗final decision‘
14

 to conduct the test in 

absence of any government source materials in this regard. Different persons who were 

involved in the project have given different dates of the explosion decision. For example, 

Raja Ramanna, the chief architect of the device, during a press conference immediately 
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after the test said that the nuclear explosion was conceived exactly two years before, 

along with the authorization of Purnima research reactor on 18 May 1972. Defence 

Minister Jagjivan Ram stated that the decision to test was taken "three years ago" which 

meant sometime in 1971 (Ram, J. The Indian Express, 20 May 1974). IAEC Chairman, 

Homi Sethna, asserted that he "gave the green signal to Dr. Ramanna and his colleagues 

to go ahead with this project" in May 1972.
15

  

  Following the explosion, New Delhi was quick to indicate that the blast had no 

military implications. However, on several accounts this Indian claim was confusing if 

not misleading. There was hardly any doubt that it was not a definite Indian step towards 

building nuclear weapons but it was clearly a significant step towards strengthening its 

nuclear option, which eventually paved the way for India‘s building of a nuclear arsenal. 

India‘s claim that the 1974 explosion was ‗only peacefully motivated‘ was contrived, as 

the government was aware that PNE could be utilised for military purpose. Indeed, the 

blast manifested a consistency and continuity in India‘s nuclear policy. As noted earlier, 

India since the mid-1960s had been developing a nuclear option surrounding atomic 

explosive technology. It was an outgrowth of this policy and a ‗demonstrative blast‘ of 

India‘s growing nuclear assertiveness. Doubts about its peaceful character also arose 

from the fact that the Indians never gave an adequate explanation about the results and 

accomplishments of the test. There had been no reporting of coherent scientific or 

industrial use of the results of the experiment. Nor was there any evidence that India 

seriously used the results of this PNE for its socio-economic or industrial development in 

subsequent years.
16

 

               The Government of India never gave any detailed clarification for the decision. 

However PM Indira Gandhi did mention in an interview that " The PNE was simply done 

when we were ready. We did it to show ourselves that we could do it we did it when the 

scientists were ready". Many Indian commentators acknowledge as well as lamented on 

the strategic nature and importance of the test. The scientists winched about the failure to 

perform follow-up tests which was expected to a natural course of action. The military 

complained about being left out of the loop, particularly with the view of the effect the 

test would have on Pakistan's and China's strategy towards India later on. Professional 
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diplomats lamented that the international sanctions that arose against India were not 

anticipated. 

 India faced a mixed blend of International reaction to its PNE. States belonging to 

the non-aligned movement hailed the competence of the Indian scientists and 

technologies that had enabled to conduct the test. France openly sent out complementary 

messages to the Indian Atomic Energy Commission. However other states reaction 

demonstrated that there had been serious doubts with regard to India‘s claim about the 

‗peaceful character' of the test. Without wasting much time Pakistan indicate that the 

explosion validated its long-held suspicion about India‘s nuclear programme and claimed 

that India aspired to built nuclear weapons after China's nuclear test 

               The United States acted immediately and imposed restrictions on India with the 

intension to confine India‘s access to nuclear material and technology, thereby attempting 

to slowdown India‘s nuclear ambitions and to bring India within the fold of nuclear 

security and proliferation agreements. Canada which had provided the indirect technical 

and material assistance to make the Indian bomb possible responded indignantly with a 

sense of treachery and immediately stopped all aid to the Indian nuclear program. The 

Canadian Secretary of State for External Affairs affirmed that Canada could not "be 

expected to assist and subsidize, directly or indirectly, a nuclear programme which, in a 

key respect, undermines the position which Canada has for a long time been firmly 

convinced is best for world peace and security".
17

 Beyond the immediate reactions of 

individual countries, India‘s nuclear test prompted an intensive tightening of the 

international non-proliferation agreements, which turned out to be more evident in the 

late 70's and early 80's as India attempted to gain assistance to its nuclear programs and 

know about to increased nuclear yield. 

              The 1974 explosion was not considered by India to be a nuclear weapon test. 

However, this was an exercise of weapons option based on a proven technology and its 

implication was to strengthen the viability of the weapons option through independent 

capability to initiate a military nuclear programme. It can also be considered as a 

technological and political signal of intent and capability. After the Pokhran test, India 

had a demonstrated capability to build nuclear explosives and hence weapons but with no 
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policy to move ahead. This self-restraint was expected to bring "respect" while at the 

same time to show that India had technological capacity. 

 

 2.3 PHASE III FROM 1975 TO 1995: THE LONG PAUSE (NUCLEAR 

AMBIGUITY 

 

           After Pokhran test India‘s nuclear policy was confronted with numerous domestic, 

regional and global challenges. Indian political system went through a series of upheavals 

and unstable intervals during this period. PM Gandhi threatened by political 

developments felt insecure and declared a state of emergency in June 1975. She 

suspended democracy for the only time in the history of Indian independence and jailed 

many opposition leaders and created an atmosphere of fear and distrust. This made her 

government very unpopular, and finally she was forced to lift the emergency and hold 

elections which she promptly lost. The fall of Indira  Gandhi made it clear that the 

political leadership was more interested in internal, political and economic affair then in 

the ever more expensive and risky continuation of a nuclear programme. Indira Gandhi 

did not initiate any further test and her successor simply ruled them out.  

             The new government
18

 was made up from a loose coalition of many parties and 

with no clear mandate. The new Prime Minister, Morarji Desai had a very strong aversion 

to nuclear weapons and immediately after assuming power announced that he would 

reassess India‘s previous nuclear policy and assured that India would not conduct any 

further nuclear explosions including NEP‘s. Though the nuclear policy did not change 

completely, PM Desai maintained the rigid Indian line of refusing to sign the NPT ―as 

long as those who possess atomic weapon and go on doing the explosions do not give 

them up‖.
19

 According to Subrahmanyam, PM Desai‘s moral stand emphasised both 

practical and normative costs over any military or security argument.  

            However PM Deasi's anti- nuclear stance was subsequently moderated afterward. 

This was first reflected in Desai‘s Lok Sabha speech on 26
th

 July 1978. He stated that he 

only barred ‗explosions,‘ but all along was in favour of ‗blasts‘. According to Deasi, 

underground engineering projects, like digging of canals and dams, exploration of oil, 

extraction of low-grade metal ores, required blasts, not explosions. But the simple fact 
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was that technologically there was no basic difference between explosion and blast, this 

reflected a subtle but a crucial divergence from his original nuclear stance.  

                Two critical factors explain PM Desai‘s subsequent deviation from his initial 

nuclear policy. First with regard to China‘s modernisation of its nuclear arsenal and 

second, Pakistan‘s growing nuclear potential. Amid PM Desai‘s time in office, Pakistan 

was in a serious clandestine endeavour to acquire a nuclear weapons capability. Pressure 

was mounting on the Janata Government to respond to the looming Pakistani nuclear 

threat with a similar Indian programme. This incident caused substantial strategic 

concerns in India about Pakistan‘s ‗Islamic Bomb‘
20

 bounding India to revive its nuclear 

explosive programme. 

Second, PM Desai‘s efforts of winning back American and Canadian nuclear cooperation 

remained largely unrealised during his tenure as Prime Minister. President Jimmy 

Carter‘s tough anti-proliferation policy and the adoption of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation 

Act (NNPA) by the US Congress in 1978 made a nuclear reconciliation between India 

and the US difficult. Despite considerable efforts, Desai also failed to reconcile the 

nuclear differences with Canada. His futile efforts were increasingly regarded as 

appeasement and a sell-out of India‘s national interests (The Indian Express,8 August 

1977). Hence, Desai‘s initial nuclear policy gradually became vulnerable. 

             Before the Janata Government could advance its nuclear policy, due to the 

internal bickering the government collapsed in July 1979. After the fall of Desai 

Government, interim Prime Minister Charan Singh indicated that he intended to keep 

nuclear options open.
21

 Indeed, Charan Singh was the first Prime Minister to officially 

express concern about Pakistan‘s nuclear weapons programme. In his 1979 Independence 

Day (15 August) address, the Prime Minister maintained that if Pakistan had gone 

nuclear, India would ‗review‘ its nuclear policy. By 1979 Pakistan‘s nuclear potential had 

become an important factor in India's nuclear policy planning. 

 However after the invasion of Afghanistan by Soviet Union in 1979, the South Asian 

strategic landscape changed dramatically which largely impacted India's nuclear 

perception. As the result of US–Soviet Cold War equation Pakistan was placed in a more 

advantageous position than India, as US needed Pakistan as a strategic ally to resist the 

USSR‘s westward expansion and also to channel aid to anti-Soviet forces in Afghanistan.  
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                  Against this unfolding backdrop, Indira Gandhi returned to power in January 

1980. Upon reassuming the Prime Ministership, Mrs. Gandhi immediately reverses her 

predecessor‘s nuclear explosion policy. On 17 February 1980, she affirmed that India had 

no intension of making  nuclear weapons, but should be free to carry out experiments if it 

was deemed necessary. The policy changed to pre-Pokhran era and the changing regional 

situation drove India to consider alternative means of dealing regional tension. 

               Raja Ramanna returned to BARC to boost the nuclear energy programme. 

However the scientist and technician at BARC wanted another test, Ramanna and V.S 

Arunachalam presented their ambition to PM in early 1983. The scientist did not address 

to international nor domestic problems and made their case based on technological 

argument. Mrs. Gandhi approved the request for nuclear test though a day later she 

changed her mind.
22

It was not carried out for ‗unexplained reasons‘, fear of negative 

international economic and political sanctions could have been the main reason why PM 

Gandhi finally abandoned the plan However, the episode highlighted India's 

indecisiveness in its nuclear policy in the midst of an intensifying nuclear security 

dilemma in South Asia. 

            The potential element of a nuclear weapon system is based on a delivery system 

based on ballistic missile. Indian policy planners felt the need that without proper 

delivery systems India‘s nuclear option would not be credible. In July 1983 India 

launched the Integrated Guided Missile Development Programme (IGMDP) and placed it 

under the Defence Research and Development Organization (DRDO) for its 

implementation. Dr. Abdul Kalam headed the programme and under his leadership the 

IGMDP began with the development of five missile systems, the short range Prithvi 

(Earth), the intermediate range Agni (Fire), the surface to air missiles (Akash (Sky) and 

Trishul (Trident), and the guided anti-tank Nag (Snake). As a result of this new program 

the first test of the Prithvi was conducted on 25 February 1988 followed by Agni test in 

the next year. 

           This continued to be the path that India travelled down through the Mrs. Gandhi‘s 

reign which ended abruptly in 1984, when she was assassinated and succeeded by her son 

Rajiv Gandhi. Rajiv Gandhi's was generally oriented towards modern technology and 

thus, took keen interest in the technical aspect of issues and actively promoted 
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technological advance. His approach toward nuclear weapons was consequently the 

continuation of the policies of his mother during her second term in office.  

            The 1980s witnessed a series of crises between India and Pakistan that stopped 

short of actual war. These included the reports that India would attack Pakistan‘s nuclear 

weapon production facilities and the conduct of exercise Brasstacks by India which 

pushed the two states nuclear competition to a new height.
23

 Although the crisis ceased 

but Pakistan indicated that it had acquired nuclear weapons capability which alarmed 

India and with the Rajiv's approval the Indian scientists reportedly began work on 

thermonuclear weapons in late 1988 despite the fact that they were not made operational. 

                In the wake of Pakistani exercise Zarb-i-Momin conducted in late 1989, there 

was a sudden increase in the insurgency movement in Kashmir. Pakistan is reported to 

have threatened to weaponised their nuclear capability to counter any Indian attack. 

Prime Minister Rajiv confidently announced "We intend meeting President Zia‘s threat. 

We will give an adequate response."
24

 Thus, in response to these crises of the 1980s, 

India‘s military doctrine moved from a purely conventional deterrent (in 1983-84) to one 

that incorporated nuclear weapons. Nuclear deterrence was based on a doctrine of no-

first-use and second strike retaliation. This phase continued until the nuclear tests of 

1998, which ushered in the phase of ‗minimum credible deterrence‘. 

             Rajiv Gandhi‘s policy to support the rebellious Tamils in Srilanka with money 

and aid backfired and he had to eventually support the ruling Government in Srilanka. As 

a by-product of this, there was resentment against him amongst the Tamil rebels and 

while campaigning Rajiv Gandhi was blown up by a suicide bomber. During 1989 and 

1991, India went through a turbulent domestic time with the government changing hands 

several times with a succession of prime ministers. In 1989 election, the National Front 

led by Janata Dal backed by BJP formed the Government. The new Prime Minister V. P. 

Singh tried to evaluate Pakistan's nuclear threat as well as India's doctrine for various 

options about response and met with top Indian advisor and learned that nuclear 

establishment was ready to conduct a nuclear test if so ordered. In April-May 1990, U.S. 

intelligence detected Pakistani preparations to assemble at least one nuclear weapon, the 

existence of such a device in Pakistan altered the security equation drastically and created 

the possibility of nuclear blackmail over any issues of disagreement in particular 
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Kashmir. Pakistan nuclear capability in general worried the Indians. A small secret group 

was established to develop plans for ensuring the function of government and included 

retaliation in the event of preventive nuclear attack. The group decided that the nuclear 

doctrines should be guided by four principles: no-first use, ultimate civilian control, no 

engagement in the arm race and no single- sector dominance on nuclear dominance 

(Perkovich, 2000). 

             In 1991, the Congress party came back to power with Narasimha Rao as Prime 

Minister. The long suffering economy took the central stage and the new Finance 

Minister Dr. Manmohan Singh initiated major reforms by liberalization of Indian 

economy in 1991. PM Rao regarded economic development and integration into the 

global economy was more important than nuclear weaponry in trying to strengthen the 

country. Rao did not authorised any concrete measures to strengthen nuclear weapon 

program as he considered it to be less practical. Therefore the nuclear program remained 

modest, covert and ambiguous, disregarding more revelations of China's assistance to 

Pakistan‘s the nuclear and missile program. 

               The 1990 Kashmir crisis prelude a new era in South Asian nuclear competition. 

It indeed established a rudimentary regional nuclear deterrence system. Devin Hagerty 

observed that "A strong case can be made that India and Pakistan were deterred from war 

in 1990 by the existence of mutual nuclear weapon capabilities and the chance that, no 

matter what Indian and Pakistani decision-makers said or did, any military clash could 

escalate to the nuclear level" ( Hagerty, 1995, pp. 107-108). The crisis once again 

reaffirmed the utility of nuclear weapons from the perspective of both India and Pakistan.  

            By the mid-1990s, India was standing at the cross-road of a declaratory and non-

declaratory nuclear deterrent posture, while still pursuing a policy of nuclear ambiguity. 

However it had certainly reached a point from where it could assemble nuclear weapons 

within a short period of time. The Indian public security discourse at this stage was that 

India maintained an adequate nuclear preparation as a precaution to confront an uncertain 

strategic environment. 
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             In the 1995 international conference held by the NPT member states, India could 

not participate as a non-party to the treaty. Indians sought to rally support for a move to 

press the five "haves" to commit themselves to concrete steps towards nuclear 

disarmament. To the dismay of many, this was repudiated by the five states and was 

successful to generate a consensus of the 179 parties to extend the treaty indefinitely in 

May 1995, this left India more isolated than before. Both the strategic enclave and BJP 

attacked the government. Atal Bihari Vajpayee declared that BJP would build nuclear 

weapons if it comes to power (Ganguly, 1999). Many commentators in India labelled this 

NPT extension as "nuclear apartheid". Indefinite extension of NPT however encouraged 

Indian hawks to advance nuclear weapon development before prospective test ban and 

fissile material production ban treaties were passed. This meant that if India's strategic 

security interests and the desires of its nuclear scientists required testing of nuclear 

weapons, then India would have to move expeditiously before confronting immense 

external pressure.  

             Accordingly, Rao Government planned for a nuclear test in December 1995 like 

France and China, who first conducted series of nuclear tests before they joined the 

treaty. But before this plan could reach its logical conclusion, American intelligence 

sources detected Indian preparations and exerted enormous pressure on India to renounce 

the test. Eventually Americans prevailed over indecisive Indian PM Narasimha Rao, who 

nevertheless felt that it would be better to wait until Indian economy would face the 

inevitable sanctions and the missile programme was more advanced. The investment 

required for economic infrastructure mostly came from foreign sources. The loans, aid 

and investment would have been compromised with a robust policy and behaviour. 

Allegedly, Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP) also considered nuclear testing when it came to 

power for two weeks in March 1996. These ‗near test‘ incidents highlighted India‘s 

strategic dilemma domestic force, international pressure and evolving nuclear regime 

were forcing India to choose whether to retain nuclear ambiguity or credible deterrent 

without testing or to go for a series of test to streamline a minimum deterrence in a 

rapidly changing regional as well as the global security environment. 
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2.4 PHASE IV FROM 1995 TO 1998: OPERATION SHAKTI (POKHRAN II)  

                India had been an active proponent of a comprehensive nuclear test ban treaty 

(CTBT) since the mid-1950‘s it continued to demand a treaty that would oblige nuclear 

weapon state to disarm. India spoke of nuclear apartheid at UN Conference on 

Disarmament in Geneva, Arundhati Ghose ambassador to Geneva Talk argued that 

national security consideration would be key factor in Indian decision making. Indians 

perceived that the CTBT as it had evolved was an offspring of the NPT, primarily aimed 

at preventing countries like India from building nuclear weapons because all other non-

nuclear states were already barred from conducting nuclear explosions under the terms of 

the NPT. 
25

 India also complained that the nuclear powers failed to link the CTBT to a 

‗time bound framework‘ for complete elimination of nuclear weapons (Chakma, 2002, p 

242). In addition, India was very critical of the CTBT allowing sub-critical tests and 

computer simulation methods to upgrade nuclear arsenals of the nuclear powers. This of 

course was not acceptable to the five "haves" and in the end India refused to sign the 

treaty when it was readied for signature, and to bypass this blockage it was taken from 

Geneva to New York at the U.N. and passed in the General Assembly by a vote of 158 to 

3, with India, Bhutan and Libya voting against it and Pakistan abstaining.
26

 

             India's rejection to CTBT brought enough time for Indian leadership to 

reconsider their strategies and managing political and economic issues were the primary 

concern. During Gowda's Government Foreign Minister I K. Gujral pursued a dynamic 

foreign policy and was successful in improving Indian relations with China, Pakistan, the 

minor states bordering India and last but not least the United States. The Gujral Doctrine 

reflected India‘s commitment to resolve issues with smaller states and creating a regional 

norm and practice of non-interference in others‘ affairs. To some extend Gujral's success 

was because of the advantage taken from the possibility created due to the end of cold 

war which had isolated India from China, Pakistan and America as a 'quasi client' of 

Soviet Union. 

               Inder K.Gujral subsequently succeeded H.D Deve Gowda as the United Front 

Prime Minister in April 1997. PM. Gujral and Nawaz Sharif got along well and managed 

to take some small steps to improving Indo-Pakistan relations, including a direct dialogue 
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on Kashmir. However domestic pressure grew in summer 1997 when Pakistan tested 

Hatf-III missile and US denoted a sub-critical missile. PM. Gujral responded with a 

reminded that Indian nuclear option was said to be open and Agni programme still 

continuing. Gujral later recalled that he too weighed the question of testing but was 

deterred by the thought of the 'punishment' that would be imposed. However in the end it 

was the BJP Government who made the decision to proceed with the test when it returned 

to power in March 1998. The BJP had promised in its election manifesto to exercise the 

nuclear option.  

               After the election victory BJP successfully formed a coalition government of 

thirteen parties later it was extended to twenty parties. Without wasting much time BJP 

made its intension clear that it was in favour of deploying nuclear weapons. This is 

evident from the fact that a day before being sworn as Prime Minister on 18 March 1998 

PM designated Mr. Vajpayee proclaimed that the new government will not compromise 

on national security and that it will exercise all options including nuclear options to 

protect India's security and sovereignty. An official planning report repeated the 

campaign position that the new government intended to re-evaluate the nuclear policy 

and exercise the option to induct nuclear weapons.  

                  In a closed door meeting on 20, March 1998, Mr. Vajpayee consulted both 

DRDO Chief Dr. A.P.J Kalam and AEC Chairman R. Chidambaram. Vajpayee was 

briefed on the nuclear program, about the devices that had been prepared and the status of 

the missile program was updated. The meeting conclusion was noteworthy as Vajpayee 

instructed the scientist to be prepared to test but no commitment to conduct the test as 

such was made. Consequently, the test preparation started immediately after the meeting 

despite the fact that the tests had not been approved.    

           Publically Vajpayee did not rush into testing. In order to gain the vote of 

confidence in the Lok Sabha he was cautious not to alarm his coalition partners and 

assured then to first set up a National Security Council and conduct a strategic defence 

review before taking the decision to conduct the nuclear test. The NJP- led coalition 

successfully passed a vote of confidence 275 to 260 on 28 March 1998, a milestone was 

achieved which had prevented the BJP Government from conducting the test in 1996.  
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Following the achievement the yet again PM Vajpayee had a secret meeting on 9 April 

with the heads of DRDO and ACE and inquired about the time required to conduct the 

test. Dr. Kalam stipulated that thirty days would be enough to conduct the test. PM 

Vajpayee asked the scientist to fix the date and coordinate it with his principal secretary 

Brajesh Mishra. 11 May 1998 was decided as the date to conduct the test and PM 

Vajpayee authorised the test. Yet again a handful of BJP leaders and top scientist only 

came to know of the decision. The Cabinet was not informed nor was anything hinted 

before the test. India obviously wanted to avoid pressure prior the test and accepts 

sanctions afterwards. 

              The capstone event for the advancement of nuclear program occurred between 

11th  and 13th May 1998, when India conducted its nuclear test which was believed to be 

three nuclear devices -a thermonuclear device, a fission device, and a low-yield device 

and it was followed two days later by the testing of two sub-kiloton devices that were 

designed to provide data for additional computer designs that would enable India to 

increase the capacity of its nuclear arsenal. In a Suo Moto statement to the Parliament on 

27 May, PM. Vajpayee claimed that the tests were successful. He also announced a 

unilateral test moratorium.
27

 The first statement of the strategic rational of the test can be 

ascertained from the letter by PM. Vajpayee to the President of U.S Bill Clinton and not 

to the people of India on 11 May, the first day of the test. Vajpayee wrote about the 

complexities involved in the deteriorating security environment, especially the nuclear 

environment faced by India and the compulsions of circumstances confronting India to 

make overt its nuclear capabilities (Text of the letter by Indian PM Atal Behari Vajpayee 

to US President Bill Clinton (See appendix I). It locates the test rationale in the so called 

threat from China and Pakistan, heightened by alleged Sino-Pakistan strategic level 

nuclear and missile collaboration.  However on 25
th

 May 1998 Prime Minister argued 

that the tests was a response to problematic regional and nuclear environment and that the 

test had given India ―Shakti‖ physical and political power, ability and self-confidence. 

Yet the high grounds of nuclear moralism was held, India committed herself to exercising 

a moratorium on nuclear test and hinted at adhering to test ban treaty. India would now 

be in a better position to peruse nuclear disarmament. 



56 

 

              The momentum behind the testing had been built steadily since 1995. The newly 

elected government boldly pushed India across the threshold of declared nuclear weapon 

status, carrying the country into what can be considered the fourth phase of its nuclear 

history and perhaps ending its record of self-restraint. In conducting the May tests, the 

Indian government stood by the premise that it was the right of every nation to conduct 

these tests and that they should not be limited by those nations that already possessed and 

tested nuclear weapons.  

                  China's initial reaction was muted. Though, Beijing warned that India's 

nuclear tests would harm peace and stability in South Asia. The Xinhua News Agency 

which is a state run agency reported that China is 'seriously concerned' about Indian test 

quoting Zhu Bangzao spokesman of Foreign Ministry of China. Pakistan reciprocate by 

conducting five tests on May 28 and additional conducted one more test two days later 

equalling 1974 Pokhran test. The Indian Government was immediately accused by 

opposition in the Lok Sabha for threatening the national security by provoking a nuclear 

arms race. An overt Pakistani nuclear capability was seen to wipe out the military edge 

India had (Talbott, 2004). 

               The Indian tests of May 1998 (followed by the Pakistani tests) raised three 

primary challenges. India attempted to legitimize its right to possess nuclear weapons and 

depict itself as a responsible nuclear state through its declarations and actions as India 

proclaimed to create a 'minimum credible deterrence' and further ensured 'no first use 

guarantee'. Additionally India offered to join NPT but as a nuclear weapon state and 

further consented to give negative security assurance to proposed nuclear weapon free 

zone in the region. Third there was a growing apprehension regarding the region 

becoming a 'flash point' for a nuclear exchange. 

                  The international response to the India's nuclear test was characterized by a 

deep division among the P-5 and G-8 governments about the ways to deal with the 

situation. United States, Canada and Japan imposed economic sanctions against India. In 

fact a 1994 anti-proliferation law made such action of US virtually automatic. Canada 

and Australia imposed a ban on ministerial level talks with India as a sign of their 

displeasure. Others (especially the United States, France, Canada and the United 
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Kingdom) sought diplomatic engagement with India based on two parameters – non-

proliferation and Indian security.
28

Soon after the Kargil crisis Brajesh Mishra the Indian 

national Security Advisor unveiled a draft report of the National Security Advisory Board 

on India‘s Nuclear Doctrine on 17 August 1999. The document that came to be known as 

Draft Nuclear Doctrine (DND), highlighted the existence of some offensive doctrine 

based on first use policy and also focused on the legitimacy of the use of nuclear weapon 

by nuclear states against non nuclear weapon states which is considered as a threat to the 

peace stability and sovereignty of the state. The draft doctrine (see appendix II) "outlines 

the broad principles for the development, deployment and employment of India‘s nuclear 

forces."
29

  

              Various motives help explain why India suddenly decided to go nuclear in 1998. 

Evidently the existence of overt as well as covert nuclear threats from China and 

Pakistan, the international pressure to sign the CTBT in the mid-1990s was the other 

factors. Additionally Hindu nationalist leadership aspiration to change India‘s 'soft' 

image, was another. It was clear from the positive response of the Indian public that the 

nuclear test had extensive domestic value as a nuclear weapon state identity, overnight 

the test had placed India among nuclear armed states.  

2.5 POST POKHRAN II  

                 Immediately after the May 1998 test PM Vajpayee began to work towards 

enhancing Indo-US relation and chose Jaswant Singh to be his personal representative to 

probe the terrain and find some common ground. It was an initiative to make Americans 

understand the Indian rationale behind Pokhran II and harmonise the relation between the 

two countries which would be vital for India‘s economic development, which would "not 

advance without fruitful cooperation with the Americans" (Jaswant Singh, 2006, p.274). 

                The most significant issue to US was to reframe India from further test and 

possibly joining the CTBT. The Americans wanted to maintain the status quo, undesired 

any other nation to follow the footsteps of India and Pakistan. American demanded to 

publically undertake the pledge to sign CTBT by giving a deadline. Talbott did not 

receive any promise nor answer from Indian side .On December 1998 Talbott wrote to 
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Singh and suggested "an agreed time table that linked Indian steps on the benchmark with 

American alleviations of sanctions"(Jaswant Singh, 2006, pp. 311-314). The trust and 

goodwill President Clinton gained by successfully pressuring Prime Minister Sharif 

during Kargil crisis and then a successful visit to India did not materialise in the dialogue. 

Eventually in September 2000 Jaswant Singh informed Talbott that India was not going 

to sign CTBT. The opportunity for signing CTBT was very narrow and time wise very 

limited considering the delicate balance of Indian domestic policy. In the year of test it 

would have been premature to commit for any concession, in the following year BJP- led 

Government faced political crisis, general election, Kargil crisis and military coup in 

Pakistan, and 2000 was the presidential campaign year in US. Other reason was technical 

for not signing CTBT. Most importantly the Indian nuclear establishment would like to 

keep its option open for further test especially for testing a thermonuclear device. 

              Responding to a terrorist attack on Indian Parliament on 13 December 2001, the 

Indian Government launched 'Operation Parakram' five days later. Though the operation 

was a disappointment as the political ends and military means did not meet, but the exact 

cause of failure of the operation was the Indian reliance on "Sundarji Doctrine" that 

called for massive mobilization and the use of the crop-size force that lacked speed, 

strategic surprise and offensive power. The Indian intention to signal her determination to 

stop Pakistani's support to Kashmiri militant regardless of nuclear escalation was 

undermined by three weeks‘ time it took India to deploy her force. This gave enough time 

for Pakistan to counter mobilise her force. To fill the gap the Indian Army formulated a 

new war doctrine named "Cold Start" in April 2004, the strike crops were reorganised 

into eight-division sized "integrated-battle group" this would enable  India to seek  minor 

territorial gains without threatening Pakistan's existence. From Indian nuclear doctrine 

perspective the Cold Start signifies the deterrence role nuclear weapon have in Indian 

thinking. Cold start in an Indian response to limited insurgency operations Pakistan has 

managed to conduct under her nuclear umbrella. 

                In 2003 the NDA government announced that it is committed in developing and 

maintaining a credible minimum deterrence in addition to no first use policy and that 

India would massively retaliate in response to first strike against Indian force anywhere 
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and further stated that India would not use nuclear weapon against non nuclear weapon 

state but at the same time it declared that it would use its nuclear options against a 

chemical and biological attack. India declared that it would adherence to strict export 

control. The government renewed Indian participation in FMCT negotiation and pledged 

a moratorium on testing and repeated its commitment to universal disarmament.
30

 

               Congress led left-centrist United Progressive Alliance (UPA) replaced the BJP-

led National Democratic Alliance government in 2004, but continues to defend 

nuclearization as a central part of India‘s economic, defence and foreign policy. This can 

be asserted from the PM Manmohan Singh in his 'Address to the nation' speech on June 

24, 2004 which reaffirmed previous Government's nuclear policy based on no first use 

along with credible minimum deterrence and to work towards averting proliferation of 

weapon of mass destruction. This clearly indicated that that the UPA government would 

follow its predecessors' policy as Indian national interest went beyond partisan politics. 

              The most significant acknowledgement of Indian responsible nuclear behaviour 

was a bilateral nuclear cooperation agreement between India and US in 2008 within a 

decade of India's nuclear test in 1998. India a not signatory of NPT was considered under 

US law for civil nuclear cooperation by modifying the requirements of Section 123 of the 

US Atomic Energy Act of 1954 which restricted nuclear exports to non NPT states. Hyde 

Act was passed by US Congress in January 2006 which approved the adoption of a 

bilateral 123 Nuclear Agreement between India and US. The International community at 

large had also stated acknowledging the fact that India was indeed a responsible nuclear 

power. The civil nuclear agreement with US received support from Russia, France and 

Britain. Infact in 2008 the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG)
31

on reaching consensus 

granted the exceptional trading privilege waiver to India. These privileges was a first of 

its kind as India became the first nuclear armed non NPT state permitted to engage in 

nuclear commerce with other countries.  

               On October 1, 2008 US senate approved the Indo-US civil nuclear deal with 86 

votes for and 13 against,
32

 on a condition that India should separate its civilian and 

nuclear weapon facilities and should also place its civilian nuclear facilities under the 
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safeguard of International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). On 10, October 2008 External 

Affairs Minister Pranab Mukherjee and Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice signed the 

bilateral US-India Civilian Nuclear Agreement in Washington DC. The Agreement 

effectively recognizes India as a nuclear member state and enables it to participate in civil 

nuclear cooperation with the US and other nuclear member nations.   

             The agreement which also removed decades of sanctions on India in reaction to 

its past nuclear tests faced criticism from some political parties and scientist in India. 

Within India it was argued that the deal would undermine the sovereignty of India's 

foreign policy. Internationally, critics argued that the agreement not only hurts the global 

nuclear proliferation but it also provided an excuse to some states who aspired to possess 

nuclear weapons by exempting India from NPT governed provisions.  

             Within a decade after India's 1998 tests, the extraordinary nuclear agreement 

between India and the US signalled that India had drawn resourcefully on its history to 

complete the journey from nuclear rogue to nuclear partner. The choice to go nuclear put 

India‘s emerging ambitions and capabilities in the spotlight, forcing her to explain her 

goals and strategic vision. It is very important to understand that India's nuclear 

programme was based on calculated risks, it was or rather is an integral part of India's 

national project which is crucial to its economy, security and national identity.  

          After the 2008 NSG waiver from export requirements India has negotiated nuclear 

cooperation with 14 other nations as of 2016. France was the first nation to sign civil 

nuclear cooperation agreement on 5 December 2008 which entered into force on 14 

January 2010. The Russian President Dmitry Medvedev went to the extent to amend the 

1992 decree with regard to nuclear control in order to permit nuclear export to India who 

lacked a comprehensive IAEA safeguards.
33

 India and Namibia signed an agreement on 

"Cooperation in Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy‖ on 2 September 2009 facilitating 

supply of uranium and setting up a nuclear reactor.
34

 Similarly, India and Mongolia 

signed a MOU on "Development of Cooperation in the Field of Peaceful Use of 

Radioactive Minerals and Nuclear Energy‖ in mid-September 2009.
35

 India and 

Argentina on 14 October 2009, in a joint statement agreed to ―encourage and support 
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scientific, technical and commercial cooperation for mutual benefit in the peaceful uses 

of nuclear energy‖ and signed a nuclear cooperation agreement on 23 September 2010.
36

 

Furthermore, India and the United Kingdom signed a ―Civil Nuclear Cooperation 

Declaration‖ on 11 February 2010, allowing the transfer of nuclear-related technology 

and equipment to India.
37

 Additionally, India and Canada signed an agreement for "Co-

operation in Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy‖ on 27 June 2010, which provides for 

cooperation in nuclear reactor design and construction.
38

 India and Canada finalized their 

2010 nuclear export agreement on the supply of uranium to India on 6 November 2012.
39

 

India and Kazakhstan signed an agreement for "Cooperation in Peaceful Uses of Atomic 

Energy" on 16 April 2011 for the supply of fuel (uranium), construction and operation of 

atomic plants.
40

 South Korea and India signed a nuclear agreement on 25 July 2011 

allowing South Korea to bid for sale of its nuclear reactor in India. India signed civil 

nuclear agreement with-the world's third largest producer of uranium- Australia on 4 

September 2014 allowing the export of uranium from Australia for the peaceful civil use 

in India. On 12 November 2015 India signed nuclear civil deal with UK, in a joint 

statement PM Modi and PM Cameron affirmed the mutual trust between the two 

countries. Very recently on 11 November 2016 India and Japan signed a nuclear 

cooperation agreement as India is proposing to build 20 new reactors over the next 

decade and this is seen as a potential lifeline to Japanese nuclear plant builders. 

                  In an effort to get membership into NSG and other export control regime India 

has tightened its export control for both civil and nuclear weapon technology. India has 

been successful in getting membership to MTCR, Wassenaar Arrangement and 

Australian Group except for NSG. In a bid for NSG membership India points out on its 

unblemished non proliferation record in comparison to other nuclear weapon state and its 

consistent support for complete nuclear disarmament. India has successfully represent 

itself as a responsible nuclear power who after 1998 test voluntarily uphold to unilateral 

moratorium on nuclear testing and expressed desired to negotiations on Fissile Material 

Cut-off Treaty (FMCT) on the basis of universal non-discriminatory principles. India has 

also worked progressively towards tightening its export control for dual use nuclear 

technology.  
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2.6 CONCLUSION  

 India‘s nuclear programme has evolved gradually rather than drastically. The 

process of making nuclear choice arose from India‘s own understanding of itself and the 

world order. In the initial phases, Indian nuclear programme was conceived as an 

instrument of economic development. Atomic science and development assumed a 

significant role in the technological development and the modernization of the country. 

Then India pursued the policy of keeping ‗nuclear option open‘ by not being a party to 

the NPT and CTBT. India‘s decision to conduct nuclear tests and formally declare itself a 

nuclear weapon state marks an important historical transition. The 1998 test was not only 

an event driven by domestic political compulsions though it may have influenced but 

rather it was a logical and perhaps an even inexorable culmination of a decade long 

evolution of strategic which was influenced by increasingly complex and hostile security 

environment, geopolitical developments and its quest for status and identity. 

           The two and a half decades of restraint exercised by India after exhibiting its 

nuclear capacity in 1974 until its second nuclear explosion in 1998 is itself an exceptional 

example. Building up on a record of nuclear restrained behaviour and a peaceful image of 

itself proved crucial in facilitating a positive image of India's nuclear past. The 

exceptional Indo- US civil nuclear deal signalled that India has drawn resourcefully on its 

history to complete the journey from nuclear rogue to nuclear partner.   

 

 

 

 

 

 



63 

 

 NOTES/REFERENCES 

                                                 
1
During Second World War atomic attack on Japan by the USA brought the atomic power to centre stage of 

world  politics. 
2
Homi Jehangir Bhabha was undoubtedly the father of Indian nuclear research and the architect of India‘s 

nuclear  strategy and diplomacy. In the 1930‘s, Bhabha studied with the eminent nuclear scientist Lord 

Ernest  Rutherford. He also associated himself with other great experts in the field like Niels Bohr, James 

Franck,  Erico Fermi and WB Lewis. On his return to India, Bhabha convinced the Tatas to finance the 

establishment of a centre for research to study nuclear physics. Thus India‘s nuclear program predates the 

dawn of independence. The Tata Institute of Fundamental Research (TIFR) was established in Bombay on 

19 December 1945, four months after Hiroshima and months before India became independent Bhabha was 

already in command of India‘s nuclear future. He dominated the Indian nuclear scene till his unfortunate 

demise in an air crash twenty years later. 
3
 Kapur, Ashok. (1991). Nehru‘s Nuclear Policy. In  M. Israel & University of Toronto. Nehru and the 

Twentieth Century . Toronto, Ont., Canada: University of Toronto, Centre for South Asian Studies. pp. 

217-232. 
4Ibid. 
5
 Ganguly, Sumit. (2000). Explaining the Indian Nuclear Tests of 1998. In  Raju C. C. Thomas., & Amit 

Gupta  (Eds), India’s Nuclear Security (40). New Delhi: Vistaar Publications2000). 
6
 Prime Minister Nehru introduces the Atomic Energy Act before India's Constituent Assembly of India 

(Legislative Debates), 2d sess., vol. 5, April 6, 1948, pp. 3315, 3328, 3333-34, cited in Perkovich, George. 

(1999).  India's Nuclear Bomb: The Impact on Global Proliferation. (18). Berkeley: University of 

California Press.  Assembly to create an Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) and the legal framework for 

its operation. 
7
 AEET was renamed as Bhabha Atomic Research Centre or BARC in 1967. 

8
 India's Nuclear Weapons Program On to Weapons Development: 1960-1967 [Online: web] 

nuclearweaponarchive.org/India/IndiaWDevelop.html. Retrieved on 18. 06. 2013.  
9
Kerttunen, Mika. (2009). A Responsible Nuclear Weapons Power : Nuclear Weapons and Indian Foreign 

Policy.  Ph.D. Thesis. Helsinki: National Defence University Department of Strategic and Defence 

Studies. p.152. 
10

‗Nuclear Race Will Ruin Country‘s Economy—Shastri‘s Firm Stand: Many M.Ps. Plead for Change in 

Policy, The Hindu, 28 November 1964. 
11

 A third group advocated a middle course neither to undertake nor exclude a nuclear weapons programme. 

Instead  of embarking on an explicit nuclear weapons programme, it favoured a vigorous development of 

nuclear  technology so that it would be possible to ‗go nuclear‘ within a short period of time if required. 

This position subsequently came to be known as the policy of ‗nuclear option.‘ 
12

Chopra,  K. Maharaj. Nuclear Guarantee is Meaningless Today.  The Indian Express, 3 May 1967. 
13

 On this, see Hollen, C.V. (1980). The Tilt Policy Revisited: Nixon– Kissinger Geopolitics and South 

Asia. Asian Survey, 20(4),  339–61. 
14

 According to Ashok Kapur, the final decision for the explosion was taken on and around on 15 February 

1974. See Kapur A, (1976). India’s Nuclear Option: Atomic Diplomacy and Decision Making. California: 

Praeger Publisher Inc. 198. 
15

 Trombay Plutonium Used for Blast, The Hindu, 20 May 1974. 
16

 On this point, see Peter R. Lavoy,  Learning to Live with the Bomb? India and Nuclear Weapons, 1947–

1974, unpublished PhD Dissertation, University of California, Berkeley, 1997, pp. 398–403. 
17

 Swedish International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI), Nuclear-weapon Proliferation, SIPRI Yearbook 

1975: World Armament and Disarmament (London: MIT Press, 1975), p. 21. 
18

 The brief Janata rule from 1977-1980 which was the first non- congress administration in Indian history 

provides important insight about the changes and continuity in India‘s nuclear policy. 
19

 Desai in Lok Sabha, June 13, 1977, quoted in Perkovich, 2000, p. .202. 
20

 Raana, Swadesh. (1979, June 15). The Islamic Bomb,‘ India Today, p. 8–9. 
21

India to Keep Nuclear Options, The New York Times, 28 July 1979. 
22

 Karrnad,  Bharat. (1982, April 23). Another Pokhran test in offing? The Hindustan Times, 23, April 1982. 



64 

 

                                                                                                                                                 
23

 The Brasstacks military exercises conducted by the Indian Army in the Rajasthan desert along the Indo-

Pakistani border between December 1986 and March 1987 pushed the Indo-Pakistani nuclear competition 

to a new height. For a detailed discussion on the Brasstacks crisis, see Bajpai, Kanti., Chari,P.R., Pervaiz 

Iqbal Cheema,  P. Q., Cohen, Stephen., & Ganguly, Sumit. (1995). Brasstacks and Beyond: Perception and 

Management of Crisis in South Asia New Delhi: Manohar. 
24

 Diaz, Tom. (1987, March 27). Gandhi Warns U.S. Is ―Soft‖ on ―Islamic Bomb‖ Threat, Washington 

Times. 
25

 Ghose, Arundhati. (1999, February 26).Taming India: The CTBT as a Control Mechanism. The Times of 

India. 
26

 For a comprehensive survey of India‘s views, negotiating style and refusal to sign the treaty, see Pande, 

Savita.  (1996). CTBT: India and the Test Ban Treaty. New Delhi: Siddhi Books, 1996.  pp. 169–219. 

Also, on India‘s negotiating stances see Mohan, R.C. (1996, June 10).  ‗India and the CTBT: Time to Quit, 

The Hindu. 
27

 Suo Moto Statement by Prime Minister Atal Behari Vajpayee to the Lok Sabha, 27 May 1998, World 

Focus. 19(6–7), pp. 46–47. 
28

 Kapur, Ashok. (2001). Pokhran and Beyond,  India’s Nuclear Behaviour. New Delhi: Oxford University 

Press  
29

 Office of the Secretary of Defense, (2001). Proliferation: Threat and Response (South Asia), (Online: 

Web) http://www.fas.org/irp/threat/prolif00.pdf  Retrieved on 12. 03.2014. 
30

Prime Minister‘s Office Press Releases, Cabinet Committee on security Reviews Progress in 

Operationalizing  India’s Nuclear Doctrine. (Online: Web) http:// 

pib.nic.in/archieve/lreleng/lyr2013/rjan2013/ 04012003/r040120033.html   Retrieved on 13.02.2014.  
31

 The Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG) is a group of nuclear supplier countries, which seeks to contribute to 

the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons through the implementation of Guidelines for nuclear exports and 

nuclear related exports. http://www.nuclearsuppliersgroup.org/ 
32

 110
th

 Congress-2
nd

 Session-US Senate Roll Call Voters- Vote Summary Available at 

http:/1usa.gov/r8HIjE 
33

 Russian president Amends 1992 Decree so as to Ease Nuclear Exports to India, Interfax, February 24, 

2009.  
34

 India Namibia sign uranium supply deal . Republikein Online. http:// www.republikein.com.na/die-

mark/india-nambia-sign-uranium-supply-deal.92293.php  Retrieved  12. 05. 2014. 
35

 India Signs Civil Nuclear Pact with Mongolia, Press Trust of India, September 14, 2009. 
36

 Chatterjee, Amit Kumar.  (2009). Argentina -India's seventh nuclear destination. Institute of Peace and 

Conflict  Studies.  http://www.ipcs.org/article/india/argentina-india-seventh-nuclear- destination-2996.html   

Retrieved  12.05. 2014.  
37

  UK, India Sign Civil Nuclear Accord, Paves Way for Conference,  Reuters, February 13, 2010. 
38

  India Canada  Cooperation  in Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy. The Hindu, (Online: Web) 

http://www.thehindu.com/news/national/article490238. Retrieved on  
39

  India and Canada finalise conditions of nuclear deal. BBC. 6 November 2012 (Online: Web) 

http:// www.bbc.co.uk/news/business-20231759   Retrieved  12. 05. 2014. 
40

  India Kazakhstan ink civil nuclear cooperation deal. The Times of India, 17 April 2011.  (Online: Web) 

http://article.timesofindia.indiatimes.com/2011-04-17/nuclear-energy-highly-prospective-region   Retrieved 

12.05.2014. 

http://www.fas.org/irp/threat/prolif00.pdf
India%20Namibia%20sign%20uranium%20supply%20deal%20
http://www.republikein.com.na/die-mark/india-nambia-sign-uranium-supply-deal.92293.php
http://www.republikein.com.na/die-mark/india-nambia-sign-uranium-supply-deal.92293.php
http://www.ipcs.org/article/india/argentina-indias-seventh-nuclear-destination-2996.html
http://www.ipcs.org/article/india/argentina-india-seventh-nuclear-%20destination-2996.html
http://www.thehindu.com/news/national/article490238
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/business-20231759
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/business-20231759
http://articles.timesofindia.indiatimes.com/2011-04-17/india/29427543_1_civil-nuclear-agreement-nuclear-energy-highly-prospective-region
http://article.timesofindia.indiatimes.com/2011-04-17/nuclear-energy-highly-prospective-region


65 

 

CHAPTER-3 

INDIA'S STRATEGY FOR NUCLEAR DETERRENCE 

 To understand the significance of nuclear weapons as a determinant in the overall 

security calculus in India, it is essential to view India's nuclear doctrine as a set of beliefs 

that identifies the role of nuclear weapons and the rationale for which these weapons have 

been acquired by India. Attempts were made in the early 1980s to develop a nuclear 

doctrine. Strategists like K. Subrahmanyam, who is considered as the „father of Indian 

strategic thought‟ and Chief of Army Staff, Gen K. Sundarji, was among the very few 

Indian Army officers who gave a serious thought to the issue of nuclear weapons, and 

had organised a semi-formal study of nuclear doctrine in 1981. The outcome of that study 

was that nuclear deterrence "will add to stability and peace and that the only salvation is 

....to follow policies of cooperation and not confrontation… [and] a mutual minimum 

nuclear deterrence will act as a stabilising factor"(Sundarji, 1995, p. 59). India's strategic 

community considers nuclear weapons as a political instrument and not a military 

instrument of war fighting. As explained by Air Cmde Jasjit Singh over a period of time 

it has become obvious that a 'nuclear war cannot be won and therefore must never be 

fought‟ (Singh, 1998, p. 11). Taking this argument further, K. Subrahmanyam asserts that 

India does not pledge to the war-fighting doctrine and its nuclear weapons are meant 

solely for deterrence (Subrahmanyam, 1998). President, K.R. Narayanan, addressing the 

nation on the occasion of the golden jubilee of India‟s independence said, "nuclear 

weapons are useful only when they are not used. They can only be a deterrent in the 

hands of the nation" (Narayanan, 1998).  

Threat Perception 

 In Chapter IV, it is stressed that India has two nuclear armed neighbors, China and 

Pakistan, with whom it has fought conventional wars in the past. The Chinese and 

Pakistani threats in the 1980s and 1990s may have prompted demonstration of nuclear 

tests by India. The non-proliferation set-back in the 1980s and 1990s as a result of 

clandestine assistance to the Pakistan's nuclear program by its all weather friend China, 



66 

 

continued to be a danger to India. India therefore finds herself in an uncertain situation 

where it is threatened by two nuclear armed states which have common strategic 

interests. There was a kind of strategic stability between the two main players during the 

cold war, but in a triangular affair between India, China and Pakistan the strategic 

instability is bound to creep in. Consequently India's nuclear doctrine, policy and posture 

essentially a response to tense relations of India against China and Pakistan.  

3.1 INDIA'S NUCLEAR DOCTRINE  

       After India's demonstration of Shakti in May 1998, the newly constituted National 

Security Advisory Board (NSAB)
1
 presented the Draft Nuclear Doctrine (DND) to the 

Prime Minister. Vajpayee and to the cabinet on August 17, 1999,
2
 The National Security 

Advisor Brajesh Mishra subsequently released the draft for public debate. It constituted a 

major move toward clarifying most of the India's nuclear issues, even though it has not 

been approved by parliament. The Draft Nuclear Doctrine of India is distinctive in the 

sense that it was produced as a consensus document, even before the development of an 

operational Indian nuclear force.
3
 The Indian government first chooses the appropriate 

nuclear strategy, mentioned in the draft doctrine and afterward planned for building the 

capabilities mentioned in the draft. It is quite sensible and rational here that strategy 

should drive the technology and not the other way around. All five nuclear weapon states 

had manufactured their nuclear weapon in complete secrecy. Moreover they had 

accumulated their nuclear stockpiles before the articulation of nuclear doctrine.  

 The draft of India's nuclear doctrine has evoked a wide range of responses, both in 

India within the region and from across the world. However a closer reading of the 

doctrine indicates that despite certain interpretative deficiencies, it represents a new 

approach to the dreaded nuclear weapon that must first needs to be devalued, 

delegitimised and then finally eliminated.
4
 India is the first and the only state with 

nuclear weapons that has put its doctrine into the public domain for a debate. In fact, no 

other nuclear states have discussed their doctrine in the public forum, though France had 

some public discussion on the peaceful use of nuclear energy but nothing with regard to 

its nuclear weapons. India's "nuclear option" was debated from 1964 to 1998, as no other 

nuclear states has directed such an extended public discourse on this subject. 
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 The release of the DND in August 1999, just before the Lok Sabha elections, 

raised eyebrows and sparked off writings and discussions within and outside the country. 

This is due to the fact that the Vajpayee Government had been just a caretaker 

government which had lost its majority in the Lok Sabha. The new election had already 

been called for October 1999 and the precise timing of the release of the draft was seen 

more as a political stunt or merely to reinforce BJP's electoral advantage. Additionally it 

may be likewise proposed that the nuclear doctrine was detailed just to formalize BJP's 

nuclear policy announced after the 1998 nuclear test. However, the other view was to 

formally legitimise India's nuclear weapons through the formulation of DND. 

 Nevertheless, the objective of India's nuclear doctrine was to determine the 

conditions under which nuclear weapons could be utilized and also lay out the methods 

and procedures for the handling of the utilization of these weapons. Some nuclear 

doctrines are inherently more dangerous than others, since they increase the possibility of 

accidents and unintentional use of nuclear weapons. India has adopted minimum credible 

deterrence with a no first use doctrine and has firmly rejected arms race Lahiri, 1999, p. 

565). The Cabinet Committee on Security on January 4, 2003, summarised the salient 

features of the India's Nuclear Doctrine as follows: 

• Building and maintaining a "credible minimum deterrent." 

• Policy of “No First Use” (NFU): nuclear weapons will only be used "in retaliation 

against a nuclear attack on Indian Territory or on Indian forces anywhere." 

• Nuclear retaliation to a first strike by the opponent will be "massive" and designed to 

inflict "unacceptable damage." 

• Nuclear retaliatory attacks can only be authorized by the "civilian political leadership" 

through the Nuclear Command Authority 

• "Non-use" of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear weapon states 

• India retains the option of "retaliating with nuclear weapons" in the event of a major 

attack against it or its forces anywhere, by "biological or chemical weapons"  
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• "A continuance of strict controls" on export of nuclear and missile related materials and 

technologies, participation in the "Fissile Material Cutoff Treaty negotiations, and 

continued moratorium on nuclear tests" 

• "Continued commitment to the goal of a nuclear weapon free world", through global, 

verifiable and non-discriminatory nuclear disarmament.
5
 

 

3.2 USE OF NUCLEAR WEAPON: THE POLICY OF NO-FIRST USE (NFU) 

FOR RETALIATION ONLY 

 Prime Minister Atal Behari Vajpayee in the parliament on August 4, 1998, 

categorically stated that India's nuclear doctrine will be based on concept of "No-First-

Use" which morally justifies India's stand  and that India will maintain “a minimum but 

credible nuclear deterrent” (Subrahmanyam, Times of India, August 5, 1998). The 

proposed nuclear doctrine emerged on a "No-First-Use policy" and the need to develop a 

“credible minimum deterrent”. The draft and the statements from the government and its 

spokesperson stated that India will not be the first to launch a nuclear strike and shall 

pursue a doctrine of credible minimum nuclear deterrence. The survival of India's arsenal 

is critical in this policy of "retaliation only”, the draft also states that "India would not 

resort to the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons against states, which do not possess 

nuclear weapons."
6
 India does not see nuclear weapons as weapons of war, but their role 

was to make certain that India is not subjected to nuclear threats or coercion. Moreover 

the NFU policy has been formulated by the government so that civilians retain complete 

control over nuclear weapons. India's NFU has been carefully articulated, and it reflects 

the maturity and restraint adopted by India, which will suit India‟s availability of warning 

time before any significant military attack by either of its adversaries-nuclear armed 

China or Pakistan.  

            Strategic thinkers who are in favour of NFU are optimists about the nuclear 

deterrence, as they generally expect that attaining deterrence is relatively easy as long as 

nuclear weapons capability exist. They are not especially worried about the possibility 

that no striking first has any deterrence disadvantage. As argued by K. Subrahmanyam 



69 

 

that "deterrence is more about perception than numbers, and as long as the other side 

perceives a survivable nuclear capability, deterrence will hold"
 
(Subrahmanyam, 2009). 

Along these lines moderates considers NFU as the core of India's nuclear doctrine and 

argues that NFU posture provides multiple advantages to India. One of the staunch 

supporter of NFU Manpreet Sethi, rationalised India's NFU posture as it puts the burden 

of escalation on the adversary, without preventing India from defending itself and further 

points out that the most imperative favorable point is that it deters the requirement for the 

costly nuclear weapons infrastructure that is related with a first-use doctrine. She 

suggests that NFU is actually "liberating" by giving away the initiative to the opponent 

(Sethi, 2009). If India faces any nuclear threat it can limit its reaction to nuclear attack 

mainly because of its purely retaliatory posture. There is hardly any need for India to 

have nuclear forces on hair-trigger alerts, which are highly risky (Sharma, 2014). NFU 

permits India to keep its weapons dismantled and unassembled, thus forestalling the need 

for systems such as Permissive Action Links, which are essential to maintain control over 

nuclear weapons if they are stored ready to fire.  

            The No-First-Use strategy fits well into India‟s strategic culture. In any case it can 

be asserted that the first use of nuclear weapons is a better form of deterrence, and 

further, India does not have to justify its second strike capabilities against "decapatative 

strike" by China. The second strike capabilities could be possible with Pakistan, but India 

needs to rethink this policy in the case of China. NFU is consistent with the emerging 

Indian nuclear posture, which provides at least some affirmation, however not decisive 

evidence -that India is not committed to first use of nuclear weapons in the event of a 

deterrence breakdown.  

           India's No-First-Use policy is very well crafted, and the Indian government 

remains committed on its decision to abide by NFU policy, which thus reflects India‟s 

traditional abhorrence of nuclear weapons. It indicated that India as of now wants to limit 

nuclear weapons solely to deterrence purposes, and has no intention of using them as an 

instrument for fighting or winning wars. The no first use pledge is further, consistent with 

India‟s traditional approach toward nuclear disarmament and its refusal to legitimize 

nuclear weapons as ordinary instruments of war. It allows India to draw attention to its 
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dovish intentions vis-à-vis Pakistan and China and thereby gain all the political benefits 

from being a moderate and peace-loving state in the international system (Tellis, 2001). 

Reputation considerations are also important here to the extent that India wants to project 

the image of a responsible nuclear weapon state and one that has kept nuclear capability 

for deterrence and status purposes only. It also wants to distinguish its policy from that of 

its rival, Pakistan. 

           India does not seek to obtain territorial goals by using or threatening to use nuclear 

weapons. By incorporating a no-use policy against non-nuclear states in its nuclear 

doctrine, India is signaling to different categories of states its adherence to a more robust 

tradition of non-use, of which it has been an early and active advocate. 

 

3.3 NUMBER OF NUCLEAR WEAPON: CREDIBLE MINIMUM DETERRENCE 

(CMD) 

          The keystone of India‟s nuclear doctrine is the concept of "credible minimum 

deterrence”. It coexists with the “No First Use” (NFU) and “Non Use” against nuclear 

weapon states, this clearly indicates that India consider its nuclear weapons only as a 

deterrent for defensive purposes and not to undermine others, India emphasis on building 

"minimum" and not large nuclear arsenal and that it will not engage in arms racing. 

          Minimum deterrence may be defined as “a small force of survivable nuclear 

weapons that would deter an adversary from initiating military action that would threaten 

a nation‟s vital interests” (Kanwal, 2000. p. 9). The rationale behind embracing minimum 

deterrence is that India is committed to avoid a nuclear arms race. India has no aspiration 

to seek parity with any other nuclear powers. India will only seek to build a nuclear force 

that will meet its security needs.  

Deterrence requires that India maintain: 

a) "Sufficient, survivable and operationally prepared nuclear forces;" 

b) "A robust command and control system;" 
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c) "Effective intelligence and early warning capabilities;" 

d) "Comprehensive planning and training for operations in line with the strategy;" and 

e) " The will to employ nuclear forces and weapons."
7
 

               In nuclear phraseology, deterrence is essentially a check or restraint on the 

unfriendly or antagonist powers. Minimum credible nuclear deterrence implies that India 

should be viewed by rival leadership as capable of inflicting such damage upon their 

country, that they would be effectively denied the option to use nuclear weapons against 

India. The basic assumption of nuclear deterrence is that the opponent leadership believes 

that India has both the ability and the will to respond promptly with means that are 

credible and militarily effective. Deterrence is preventing an adversary from carrying out 

a nuclear attack through the threat of punishment. The credibility of deterrence depends 

not only on the actions of the state which is trying to deter, but also on the state which is 

being deterred for example, during the Cold War both US and USSR based their 

deterrence on Mutually Assured Destruction (MAD). If we say India deters Pakistan, it 

means that India is apprehensive about Pakistan intentions to act against its interests and 

takes steps to persuade Pakistan that this would be as unwise as it would be unwelcome. 

The main objective of India is to pursue a credible deterrence which is based on "punitive 

retaliation" with nuclear weapons to "inflict unacceptable damage" to the aggressor. 

              For the purpose of minimum credible deterrence, however, it is not necessary 

that warheads should match with warheads and missiles with missiles. Nuclear deterrence 

does not depend on superiority, because an increase in the deterrent effect is not 

necessarily proportional to an increase in the magnitude of potential destruction. A secure 

retaliatory force is sufficient, especially when the goals of deterrence are modest (Zuberi, 

1999). After the 1998 nuclear test in his first meeting with US Deputy Secretary Strobe 

Talbott, Jaswant Singh asserted that the Indian minimum deterrence posture is not a 

physical quantification. In fact it's the articulation of a fixed number and it is determined 

in accordance with the assessment of reality of the security situation, which moreover 

alters with the time (Chengappa, 2000, p. 433). Various statements by the government in 

the wake of the NSAB‟s proposed draft suggest that India envision a modest deterrent. 
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The Indian government‟s commitment to a NFU policy is also commensurate with the 

minimum deterrence (Bajpai, 2000, p. 71). 

               Since the opening of public discussion on the Indian Draft Nuclear Doctrine, a 

number of analysts have suggested their own assessment of the minimum number of 

nuclear weapons required by India in order to deter its adversaries and thereby keep a 

nuclear war at bay. The recommendations of India analysts vary from a minimalist two 

dozen nuclear bombs to a maximalist figure of over 400, which is close to rival China‟s 

current arsenal. 

                The determination of CMD would depend on the threat perceptions and 

technological developments of self and the adversary, India does not intend any parity, 

dominance or superiority with any nuclear state in terms of number, types or yields of 

nuclear weapons. India, in this manner, has liberated itself of any prerequisite to seek for 

nuclear arsenal that would be equivalent to or superior than any of its adversaries. Rather, 

the emphasis has been on building adequate and survivable nuclear force that would be fit 

for bringing about a size of annihilation that would constitute undesirable damage in the 

view of the adversary. The CMD remains a feasible option for India. It is a legitimate 

decision that India has made since it requires nuclear weapons only for a strategic 

purpose. India does not have a policy of nuclear war-fighting. Furthermore, CMD is 

dynamic and flexible in nature and allows responding to challenges as they emerge 

besides taking into account future contingencies. 

                A credible deterrence against its adversaries, China and Pakistan, should not 

only be based on the quantity of nuclear weapons India has, but also on other factors such 

as political will, transparency in policy and organization, force level, and the active 

involvement of the military who will  be the operators of these weapons. 
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3.4 CIVILIAN IN CONTROL OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS: COMMAND AND 

CONTROL STRUCTURE OF INDIA  

 3.4.1 National Command Authority: 

                  India‟s NFU and CMD require an effective and survivable command and 

control system with requisite flexibility and responsiveness. According to India's nuclear 

doctrine, “Nuclear weapons shall be tightly controlled and released for use at the highest 

political level."
8
 "The authority to release nuclear weapons for use resides in the person 

of the Prime Minister of India, or the designated successor (s)"
9
 (Kanwal, 2000, p. 1721). 

There is strict civilian control over any decision to use nuclear weapon in conflict, 

likewise over the charge of the nuclear warheads in peacetime.  

 The National Command Authority (NCA) is highest body responsible for all 

matters relating to national security.  

 NCA is a two-layered body consisting of Political Council (PC)  and Executive 

Council Headed by Prime Minister . 

 The PC comprises members of the Cabinet Committee on Security (CCS) and the 

National Security Advisor (NSA) . 

  The Executive Council led by National Security Advisor and consist of civilian 

and military officer- includes the Chairman Chiefs of Staff Committee (COSC), 

the three Service chiefs, heads of intelligence agencies, and the scientific 

organizations engaged in the nuclear program.  

 A tri-service command called the Strategic Forces Command (SFC) was created 

in January 2003 and the official press release on January 4, 2003 described the 

role of SFC as to manage and administer all strategic Forces. 

The Prime Minister of India is the sole body to authorize the use of nuclear weapons. 

Within the Executive Council, the Nuclear Command Authority provides necessary 

inputs for decision-making and executes the directions given to it by the Political 

Council. In the event that the Political Council orders a nuclear retaliatory strike, the 

Prime Minister can be expected to directly contact the SFC and not work through the 

office of the Executive Council, which is indicated by the heavy bold arrow in figure 3.1. 
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Figure 3.1 A Schematic Description of the Indian National Command 

Authority 
10
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3.4.2 Command and Custody 

               The command and control of Indian nuclear operations, which relies on upon 

NFU, can be divided into four operational tasks of command of the force, custody, 

integration and delivery (Tellis, 2001, p. 443). India's nuclear force is kept in the form of 

separated components and the responsibilities for the command, custody, integration and 

use of the weapons is distributed amongst the civilians and military (Tellis, 2001, p. 442). 

The command and control structure of India's nuclear weapons is under the strict non-

military control. Under NFU policy India has placed her nuclear weapons in a "de-mated" 

posture during the peacetime which indicates that warheads are kept separately from 

delivery vehicle. The warheads are under the control of Indian scientist and the operation 

of the delivery vehicles under the armed forces. A nuclear warhead consist of two major 

parts, nuclear core and the trigger assembly which are stored separately by the 

Department of Atomic Energy (DAE) and the Defense Research and Developmental 

Organization (DRDO) scientists respectively.
11

 The DAE is under the personal charge of 

Prime Minister and the DRDO is under the Defense Minister. 

3.4.3 Command and Control 

                  In the cycle of command and control of nuclear weapon, the role of military 

actually begin after the nuclear attack on India has taken place, and before that it can be 

assumed that only command and custody is in force. After the decision to retaliate has 

been determined with the inputs from NCA (see Figure 2) the Prime Minister of India 

will initiate the process of integration of the nuclear weapons. The process of integration 

requires a high level of coordination amongst the DAE, DRDO and the military. Within 

the military there is coordination among the Chairman Chief of Staff Committee (COSC), 

Chief of Integrated Defense Staff (CIDS) and the Commander-in Chief Strategic Force 

Command (C-in-C SFC). The COSC normally reports to the Defense Minister, but on 

nuclear matters it will to the NCA (Kanwal, 2000). It can be presumed that as the crisis 

escalates, under the authorization of the Political Council and with the involvement of the 

DRDO and DAE, the SFC will receive the fissile cores well before any final 

authorization for use by the Indian Prime Minister as indicated in figure 3.2 below. 
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Figure 3.2: Indian Nuclear Command and Control 

 

 

 

                There is a clear demarcation of responsibility for the command, custody, 

maintenance and use of weapon between civilians and military. The command over the 

use of nuclear weapon lies exclusively with the civilian leadership. If ever the deterrence 

break down and the Prime Minister issues nuclear release order then the nuclear 

components would be integrated into a usable weapon system and custody transferred to 

the military, which would exercise sole responsibility for executing nuclear use options. 

                  It is evident that there is no predominant role of military in the Indian nuclear 

command and control system during peacetime. The decision to use nuclear weapon, a 

remote possibility, is the prerogative of Political Council, which does not include the 

Chiefs of the three services on an institutionalized basis however, the PC, can only be 

invited when considered necessary. Comparatively, in Pakistan's there is a military 

dominated nuclear command system and their presence is formally established in the 
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Employment Control Committee that in charge of taking decision of nuclear use. 

Likewise, in China's command and control system, the authority of taking decision of the 

use of nuclear weapon lies with the Party but it is noteworthy that most of the senior 

military officials are Party members. Therefore, in the case of the Pakistan and China the 

military leadership has an institutionalized presence in the decision-making body, as 

indicated in figure 3.3. 

Figure 3.3: Composition of the Decision-making Bodies for Nuclear Use in India, 

Pakistan and China. 
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            However, irrespective of who authorizes the nuclear command and control, the 

important issue is the capability of the system to effectively enforce controls that can 

ensure the utilization of nuclear weapon "once it is authorized and only when it is 

authorized" (Sethi, 2009, p. 57). 

 3.5 ABOLITION OF NUCLEAR WEAPON: A DOCTRINAL ASPIRATION  

                 Unlike any other nuclear state, India is the only nuclear weapon sate that has 

doctrinal commitment to the abolition of nuclear weapons. India‟s nuclear doctrine 

clearly expresses its desire for a nuclear weapons free world (NWFW). As stated in the 

doctrine that "global, verifiable and non-discriminatory nuclear disarmament is a national 

security objective, this is to be expected from a country that has pursued the goal of 

complete abolition of nuclear weapons for decades in order to remove its own security 

dilemma as well as ensure greater prospects for international peace and security."
12

 India 

firmly believes that its nuclear security is best guaranteed in a nuclear free world. 

Therefore in case of universal nuclear disarmament India has no doubt to divest its own 

nuclear capability. India is consistent over it position of universal nuclear disarmament as 

it consider nuclear weapon for no other purpose except for deterrence. India‟s nuclear 

weapons would have no justification or role if there were no nuclear weapons in the 

possession of the adversaries that had to be deterred. This narrow articulation of the role 

of nuclear weapons makes it far easier for India to contend for and seek for universal 

nuclear disarmament, when compared with the nuclear doctrines of other nation like 

Pakistan, that identify a more multi-role capability (deterrence against conventional wars) 

in their nuclear arsenal (Sethi, 2009). 

               Many claim that India's nuclear doctrine maintains double standards, as on one 

hand it appears to advocate the quest for a NWFW, and on the other hand, provides 

direction for building credible nuclear deterrence. It has been criticized on the ground of 

just verbalizing "empty platitudes" for nuclear disarmament, while the actual intension is 

on building and refining nuclear arsenal. However, the point of fact is that the existence 

of the two aspirations in India's nuclear doctrine indicates a mix of cautiousness and 
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rationality. While considering the nuclearized Indian neighbourhood, it is reasonable to 

establish a relationship of credible deterrence with the adversaries so as to avoid nuclear 

intimidation or war. India has rationalised its need for nuclear weapons on its desire to 

resist nuclear coercion or blackmail and it will be use only for self-defence. At the same 

time, India realizes a state of nuclear security through the abolition of weapons of mass 

destruction. Despite the fact that the prospects of an NWFW appear dim, India will 

continue to contribute meaningfully to the process of abolition of nuclear weapon in 

order to realize a nuclear free world which would be the best guarantee of its own 

security.  

3.6 INDIA'S NUCLEAR FORCES: POSITION AND REQUIREMENT 

                In order to understand India's minimum credible deterrence one must discuss 

the position and requirement of India‟s nuclear force structure. As the draft stated:  

India‟s nuclear forces will be effective, enduring, flexible, and responsive 

to the requirements in accordance with the concept of credible minimum 

deterrence. These forces will be based on a triad of aircraft, mobile land-

based missiles and sea-based assets in keeping with the objectives outlined 

above (in the draft). Survivability of the forces will be enhanced by a 

combination of multiple redundant systems, mobility, dispersion and 

deception. (Draft Report of National Security Advisory Board on Indian 

Nuclear Doctrine. Para 3.1)  

The sole purpose of India's nuclear capability is for self-defence and it seeks to ensure 

that its independence, integrity and security are not threatened in the future. India is not 

interested in any kind of nuclear parity or arms race, which is the underlying principle of 

India‟s nuclear policy of minimum deterrence and no first use. In the emerging regional 

environment, in order to deter any aggression given the security challenges confronting 

the country, India needs to maintain a desired level of military strength and preparedness 

in order to maintain "minimum credible deterrent" against any use of threat of use of 

nuclear weapon, India needs an accurate and refine delivery system
13

which will further 
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enable India to positively contribute towards the promotion of peace and stability in the 

region. 

        Assessing India's possession of nuclear arsenal is quite difficult, as it is covered in 

the "thick veil of secrecy" with regard to nuclear development and research. Estimation 

of nuclear weapon is based on the amount of unsafeguarded enhanced uranium or 

plutonium that India may have accumulated over the years. Additionally it is difficult to 

calculate the total yields of warheads mainly because with the same amount of material, it 

is inconceivable to produce the same number of thermonuclear bombs with much higher 

yields than fission bomb. According to Kanwal (2001) a rough estimate of nuclear 

warheads can be made with similar margin of error by using the same method of 

calculation. Such estimates should be sufficient to serve the purpose of computing 

relative nuclear capabilities. The most widely accepted estimate of India's plutonium 

production has been made by Federation of American scientists‟ David Albright. 

According to him by the end of 1999, India possessed weapon grade plutonium for 

weapon production, between 240 and 395 Kg with a median value of 310 k which was 

sufficient for 45-95 weapons.
14

  

              The first statement by Indian Government with regard to design capabilities of 

its nuclear weapon came in the year 2000, when Minister of State Vasundra Raje Scindia 

informed the parliament that India's nuclear arsenal was to consist of fission, sub-kiloton, 

boosted fission and thermonuclear weapons with the yield up to 200 kts.
15

 Oppose to 

Indian claim, the US Congressional Research Service, who advises the US Congress, has 

asserted that India has 30 to 35 nuclear weapons with yields differing between 5 to 25 kt. 

The report states that India has become virtually self-sufficient in its missile programme, 

enabling it to avoid the international export control regime and difficulties arising out of 

foreign involvement in its programme. Unlike Pakistan, India maintains a second strike 

or retaliatory option of its nuclear weapons arsenal that is currently based on nuclear triad 

of air based nuclear fighter aircraft, land based road-and rail mobile nuclear armed 

ballistic missiles and sea based ballistic missiles. The Rand Corporation study 

commissioned by the Pentagon in 2001, noted that India does not possess or seek to build 

a ready nuclear arsenal but India‟s objective is to create a “force-in-being” which it 
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described as a nuclear deterrent that consists of available but dispersed components. 

Essentially, India posses unassembled nuclear warheads, with their components stored 

separately under strict civilian control. Its dedicated delivery systems are kept either in 

storage or in readiness away from their operational areas-all of which can be brought 

together as rapidly as required to create a usable deterrent force during a supreme 

emergency. 

           Apart from massive conventional military strength, China retained a sizeable 

advantage in the nuclear sphere. Due to the secrecy of its strategic program,  it is a 

difficult task to  accurately estimate China‟s nuclear arsenal. The Bulletin of Atomic 

Scientists estimated that China had approximately 400 nuclear warheads in 1999,
16

 but 

the organization downsized the arsenal to approximately 200 warheads in 2006.
17

 The 

recent report, describes adding up of 10 warheads tallying to 260.
18

 These increases 

would make China the only UN permanent Security Council member nation actively 

expanding its nuclear arsenal.
19

 India, by contrast, has had a much more spectacular 

increase, going from 30–35 warheads in 2002
20

 to 80–100 in 2011
21

 and 110-120 in 2016. 

Yet, despite India‟s progress, China still maintains more than twice as many weapons 

which can be delivered by aircrafts, land-based intercontinental ballistic missiles and 

submarine launched ballistic missiles.
22

 China has four different nuclear capable land-

based ballistic missiles with ranges that span from 1,800 to 13,000 Km. China‟s missile 

ranges are as follows; short-range, less than 100 km; medium range, 1000-3000 km; 

long-range, 3000-8000 km; and intercontinental range, over 8000 km.
23

China is believed 

to have approximately 150 air delivered nuclear weapons. The current fleet of 120 B-6/H-

6 bomber aircraft is quite outdated, but it has purchased 48 SU-27 from Russia and are 

indigenously producing 6 to 7 of the Soviet version of aircraft every year at Shenyang. 

Further China has bought the advanced 60 SU-30 MKK from Russia which is capable of 

carrying tactical nuclear weapons.
24

 China's sea based deterrent is relatively new. The 

navy currently possesses Xia Class (Type 092) SSBM. It is equipped with 12 JL- SLBM 

with the range of 2150-2500km. Type 094 submarine has been developed by China 

which is estimated to carry 12 long ranged JL-2s with approximate range of 14000km. 

Global Security Newswire has claimed that China is also developing Type 096 submarine 

which is capable of carrying up to 24 Jl-2 ballistic missiles.
25

 Moreover China has also 
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retained its technological advantage as it modernizes its ballistic missiles.
26

 China has 

already deployed missiles, such as the “new DF-21 IRBMs,” near “Da Qaidam in 

Qinghai Province, as well as new DF-31s in central China,” which can “provide coverage 

of major strategic targets in India.”
27

  

           According to the latest data on the breakdown of worlds nuclear forces released by 

SIPRI in 2014, reveals that Pakistan had more nuclear warheads than India.
28

 Pakistan is 

estimated to possess nuclear weapon stockpile of 130-140 warheads, with the 

development of several delivery systems four plutonium production reactors and its 

expanding uranium enrichment facilities, Pakistan has a stockpile that will likely increase 

further over the next decade.
29

 Pakistan is modifying its nuclear posture with new short-

range nuclear-capable weapon systems to counter military threats below the strategic 

level. Siddique and Faisal argues that Pakistan's nuclear modification efforts seek to 

create a full-spectrum deterrent that is intended not only to respond to nuclear attacks but 

to counter an Indian conventional attack onto Pakistani territory.
30

 Pakistan possesses a 

wide variety of nuclear capable medium range ballistic missiles with ranges up to 

2500 km, it includes Half-I with a range of 80-100 km; Half-2, range 190 Km; Half-3, 

Range 280 Km; Shaheen-I, range 750 Km; Ghauri-I, range 1300 km; and Gharui-2, range 

2,300 km. Pakistan is also developing number of other missiles. Hans Kristensen stated 

that the US manufactured F-16s are considered to be the first aircraft that are nuclear-

capable in the Pakistan arsenal and the French mirage III/V fighter squadrons was 

upgraded to carry a new air launch cruise missile. Pakistan is developing two new 

nuclear-capable cruise missiles, the ground-launched Babur (Hatf-7) and the air-launched 

Ra‟ad (Hatf-8). According to ISPR Report of 2011 Pakistani Government stated that, "the 

Babur and Ra‟ad both have stealth capabilities and pinpoint accuracy, and each is 

described as a low-altitude, terrain-hugging missile with high maneuverability.”
31

 The 

Babur has been test launched 11 times, last in 2014 and is probably operational with the 

armed forces. All of the Pakistani nuclear weapons are India specific to deter India's 

conventional military superiority. 

              India needs a viable nuclear force structure, survivable operationally prepared 

nuclear force to ensure that it professed minimum credible deterrent in genuinely 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Medium-range_ballistic_missile
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hans_Kristensen
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credible. It is essential to reconcile varying views regarding “how much in minimum" 

numbers of nuclear warheads that India needs to manufacture and stockpile for effective 

minimum deterrent.  The recommendation from analysts and strategists vary from 

minimum “two - three dozen" nuclear bomb as propagated by military strategist Jasjit 

Singh to a maximum of over 400 bombs as emphasized by Bharat Karnard. General K. 

Sunderji argued that India needs a minimum of 20 nuclear weapons of 20 Kt, each to 

deter a small country like Pakistan and about 50 such weapons to provide a credible 

nuclear deterrence against a large country like China.
32

 Gurmeet Kanwal has insisted on 

the requirement of 200 nuclear warheads, which is  based on the assumption  that it 

would be necessary to be able to destroy eight to ten high value targets like cities and 

industrial centers of one‟s adversary in a retaliatory strike for deterrence to be credible. 

For India nuclear deterrence means the possession of minimum number of weapon of 

mass destruction that will ensure the survivability of the country as an independent 

sovereign state. The objective of nuclear deterrence is to restrain the adventurousness of 

the political leadership of the adversial nations that may threaten to use nuclear weapon 

against India.
33

 However, no official statement has been made by Indian Government 

regarding the size of its nuclear arsenal. By taking into consideration the estimate made 

by Federation of American Scientist on status of world nuclear forces, India has 110 - 

120 nuclear weapons in its possession. India's nuclear force consists of land-air- sea 

based capabilities. It has deployed 56 Prithvi and Agni series of ballistic missiles. Indian 

Army is in control of and can deploy the land-based nuclear weapon which currently 

consists of three different variant of ballistic missiles, the Agni-I, Agni-II, and Agni-III. 

Additional long range Agni-IV and Agni V has been successfully tested and are due to 

enter full operational service in future. Agni V has near inter-continental range and will 

be capable to reach deep targets in China.
34

 Apart from Agni and Prithvi series of 

missiles, there are speculation doing the round that India is developing ICBM named 

Agni VI/Surya, rumour to have a range between 12000 -16000 Km. However its status 

has not been confirmed by Indian Government see figure 3.4.  

              India's current status of air-based nuclear weapon is unclear, however it is 

believed to possess three types of bombers capable to provide a second strike nuclear 
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strive role. They are Dassault Mirage 2000s, SEPECAT JAGUARS and MIG- 27, 

Moreover Indian Government has concluded an Inter-Governmental Agreement (IAG) 

with France in 2016 to purchase the forth fighter planes the Rafales.
35

 In the year 2012 

India announced the successfully deployment of a submarine launched ballistic missile 

(SLBM) K-15 Sagarika, which was a significant move closer to nuclear triad. Other than 

US, Russia, France and China, India became the fifth state to produce SLBMs. A week 

later Chief of Naval Staff Adm. Nirmal Verma marking his retirement speech said that 

Indian navy is "poised to complete the triad "(Venport, 2012, p. 32)  and the first 

indigenously built submarine platform for K-15, the INS Arihant " will commence sea 

trial in the coming months" (Venport, 2012, p. 32). He further states that giving India's no 

first use pledge the sea based nuclear deterrent is " credible and invulnerable is and 

imperative for India [and India's ability to] deploy SLBMs will align naval capabilities 

with its nuclear doctrine" (Venport, 2012, p. 33) India had stated it intension of building 

nuclear triad in its nuclear doctrine and is constructively working towards achieving 

nuclear triad for deterrent purpose.  

 India announced the successfully deployment of a submarine launched ballistic 

missile (SLBM) K-15 Sagarika, which was a significant move closer to nuclear triad. 

Other than US, Russia, France and China, India became the fifth state to produce SLBMs. 

A week later Chief of Naval Staff Adm. Nirmal Verma marking his retirement speech 

said that Indian navy is "poised to complete the triad "(Venport, 2012, p. 32)  and the first 

indigenously built submarine platform for K-15, the INS Arihant " will commence sea 

trial in the coming months" (Venport, 2012, p. 32). He further states that giving India's no 

first use pledge the sea based nuclear deterrent is " credible and invulnerable is and 

imperative for India [and India's ability to] deploy SLBMs will align naval capabilities 

with its nuclear doctrine" (Venport, 2012, p. 33) India had stated it intension of building 

nuclear triad in its nuclear doctrine and is constructively working towards achieving 

nuclear triad for deterrent purpose.  
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Figure 3.4  INDIA'S NUCLEAR FORCE 2017 
36

 

i. Agni I was first inducted in 2004 with 334th Missile Group and was operational in 2007. 

ii. Agni II was first inducted in 2008 with the 334th Missile Group and operational in 2011.  

iii. 12 warheads possibly produced by first SSBN but not operational is included in parenthesis making a  

total of 130 warheads. 
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3.7 CONCLUSION 

The rationale behind India's need for nuclear weapon is to resist any nuclear 

coercion or blackmail, and therefore its utility is only for self-defence. Consequently 

India has articulated   nuclear doctrine that ascertains the political role of deterrence for 

its nuclear weapons. India's nuclear doctrine attributes to NFU posture and considers that 

nuclear weapons are political weapons and not for war fighting but only to deter its 

adversaries, is in fact the essence of Indian strategic culture. Nuclear policies are not 

country specific and are subjected to the strategic culture of a country. The NFU policy 

indicates the intention of India to maintain the strategic stability in the region and signals 

out to both its nuclear armed neighbours to follow the path of restraint. But if ever an 

adversary uses nuclear weapon against India under such circumstances the doctrine has 

made provisions for "massive retaliation to inflict unacceptable damage." Consequently 

India's nuclear doctrine aspires for a nuclear deterrence whose credibility is established 

on survivability of its arsenal to "inflict unacceptable damage".  

The operational nuclear strategy as flows from India‟s nuclear doctrine provides 

the least risk option in a situation where nuclear weapons are present. India nuclear 

deterrence is premised on a small nuclear stockpile that is not on hair trigger alert thus 

make it less possible for accidental use or miscalculation. Along with India's commitment 

towards no first use and if used for punitive retaliation then the nuclear doctrine in the 

first place seeks to limit the odd of nuclear use. This supposition, however, assumes the 

centrality of survival of the nation as a core value held equally by the adversary. It 

demands rationality or the basic assumption that states will not want to risk their 

extinction, or be willing to suffer enormous destruction, which will be inevitable with 

nuclear use, or be able to rationally make a cost benefit analysis of their behaviour. If 

these preconditions go missing (as they could with non state actors), classical deterrence 

would not hold. However, as long as national leadership (civilian or military) is not 

willing to place the survival of the state at stake, nuclear deterrence would apply.  
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CHAPTER-4  

INDIA'S NUCLEAR BEHAVIOUR 

 

  The argument from the realist is mainly based on the concepts of national 

security, national interest and relative security, though there is difference among them. 

They more or less share a common understanding of these terms, which are based on 

conceptualizations made by state officials (except in the case of neoclassical realists, in 

view of their inclusion of domestic politics). The ruling principles of the world of 

international politics that is anarchy and the self-help system are objective facts and they 

are given. Since realities exist ‗out there‘ to be discovered, realism does not leave much 

room for change in basic principles and concepts. On the other hand, constructivism 

proposes quite a different way of analyzing world politics and its bases. According to 

social constructivism, all the actors and relations among them are socially constructed. 

These actors do, however, have certain identities, and their national interests are shaped 

around these identities. Social Constructivism gives importance to the interaction 

between international actors, and develops state interests, state identity and how they 

change with interaction.  

In constructivism, the social factors rather than the material factors have greater weight in 

world politics. The world is understood as a continuing process of interaction between 

agents and structures and they are mutually constituted. Constructivists emphasize 

socially constructed nature of actors and their identities and interests in understanding 

states‘ behaviour. The Chapter starts with the concept of national interest and national 

identity and examines how India‘s national interest and identity is constructed with 

regard to its nuclear status. It aims at analytic construction and explains the sources of 

state preferences in foreign policy, its stands on non-proliferation regime and examines 

the intersections of India's economic growth and its nuclear capabilities.  
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4.1 THE CONSTRUCTION OF NATIONAL INTEREST 

National interest usually refers to foreign policy which generally implies an idea of 

preferences for the policy that is best for a nation as a whole (Danilovic, 2008, p. 557). 

There are three different usages of the idea: first, as an analytic construct to describe and 

explain the sources of state preferences in foreign policy; second, as a criterion for 

evaluating particular strategies or courses of action; and third, as a justification for 

foreign policy decisions taken by policymakers to mobilize domestic support (Danilovic, 

2008, p. 557). According to Frankel there are two fundamentally different approaches to 

the analyses the concept, represented by the ―objectivists‖ and the ―subjectivists‖ 

(Frankel 1970,p. 16). The former assumes that national interests can be objectively 

defined with the help of some certain criteria, whereas the latter interprets it as a 

changing set of subjective preferences, like the study of decision-making in foreign 

policy analysis (Frankel 1970, p. 17). This objective/subjective dichotomy is important 

and meaningful for the conceptualization of the national interest. The objectivist 

approach is best presented by the realist school and the subjectivist approach can is 

represented by the decision-making approach to foreign policy analysis and the 

constructivist approach. 

  The realist conceptualization of national interest is that the concept is viewed as 

an objective reality defined in terms of military and economic power, while ignoring its 

subjective aspects. In fact, the national interest does not exist independent of perceptions. 

According to Charles Beard ideas and material interests cannot be separated and an 

interest is also an idea which involves human perception and interpretation (Beard, 1935, 

pp. 157-158). Constructivism gives a supportive explanation to the subjective aspects of 

national interest ignored by the realists. For constructivists, national interest is a social 

construction and the concept is also seen as an important explanatory tool in international 

politics. Constructivism emphasizes the subjective aspect of state preferences and the 

impact of international structures which is understood in terms of shared values, 

transnational collective identities or norms of behavior, on state preferences. According 

to constructivism, national interests are not just ―out there‖ waiting to be discovered they 

are constructed and constituted by social interaction and defined in the context of 
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international and domestic norms and values. According to Finnemore"states are 

socialized to accept certain preferences and expectations by the international  society in 

which they and the people who compose them live" (Finnemore, 1996, p.128). She 

focused on the normative processes which define the national interest by examining the 

roles of international organizations in institutionalizing and propagating cultural norms in 

the international system, for example, the role of the IAEA in redefining the ways that 

nuclear weapon states approached nuclear proliferation problems by institutionalizing 

new non-proliferation norms (NPT). It is clearly evident that international norms are 

socially constructed through international institutions and are able to reshape state 

interests by the ways in which states "endogenize" these norms as their foreign policy 

preferences. 

 Alexander Wendt attempted to conceptualize national interest (Wendt, 1999, pp. 

233-238). Agreeing with the distinction of objective interests and subjective interests, he 

used an objectivist approach to answer the normative question of what states should do. 

He refers objected interest as a need or functional imperatives which is essential in 

reproducing identity and subjective interest refers to beliefs that actors have about how to 

meet their identity needs (Wendt, 1999, pp 231-232). In Wendt‘s view, many state 

interests are social constructions of the international system. However, national interest in 

his definition refers to objective interests.  According to Wendt, states have certain 

objective national interests that are used in turn to define their subjective interests. These 

objective interests are the reproduction requirements or security of states. He defined 

them as "physical survival, autonomy, economic well-being, and collective self-

esteem"(Wendt, 1999, pp. 233-238). Physical survival is the survival of a state-society 

complex, of which the preservation of territory is at the center, autonomy refers to state's 

sovereignty to exercise control over the allocation of resources, economic well-being is 

the maintenance of the mode of production in a society and the state‘s resource base and 

collective self-esteem refers to a group‘s need to feel good about itself, for respect or 

status (Wendt, 1999, pp. 235-236). These four national interests are common to all states 

if states are to reproduce themselves, though they may on occasion have contradictory 

implications that require prioritization. In this respect, national interests are a selection 

mechanism and their real significance lies in the fact that they direct states to try to 
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understand them, to interpret their implications for how subjective interests should be 

defined (Wendt, 1999, p. 237). 

 

 4.2 NATIONAL IDENTITY 

 National identity relates to the psychological foundation for behaviour patterns of 

a nation-state and entails the purposes, roles and images that a nation-state pursues and 

projects in the international arena. Once established "national identity may be expected to 

provide a reasonable basis for expectations concerning that nation‘s future comportment" 

(Dittmer & Kim, 1993, pp. 30-31). Moreover, it should be understood as "an ongoing 

process or journey rather than a fixed set of boundaries, a relationship rather than a free-

standing entity or attribute" (Dittmer & Kim, 1993, pp. 13). 

 The concept of identity is one of underlying factors of constructivism, as states, in 

constructivists‘ eyes, are kinds of entities to which identities and interests are 

attributable.
1
 For instance Ruggie argued that "identities are logically prior to 

preferences" (Ruggie, 1993, p. 172); Jepperson, Wendt and Katzenstein argued that 

"identities both generate and shape interests" (Jepperson, et al. 1996, p. 60). Wendt held 

the view that interests presuppose identities (Wendt, 1999, p. 231) and treated identity as 

"a property of intentional actors that generates motivational and behavioural dispositions" 

(Wendt, 1999, p 224).
2
 Wendt argued that identities belong to the belief side of the 

intentional equation (desire + belief = action), while interests belong to the desire side, 

without interests identities have no motivational force and without identities, interests 

have no direction (Wendt, 1999, p. 231). Thus, a state‘s behaviour is motivated by a 

variety of interests rooted in the state‘s identity. Moreover, there is also the objective and 

subjective distinction among various national identities. In Wendt‘s words identity is 

whatever makes thing what it is. He treats identity as "a property of international actors 

that generates motivational and behavioural dispositions" which means that "identity is at 

base a subjective or unit-level quality, rooted in an actor‘s self-understandings" (Wendt, 

1999, p. 224). Wendt adds, identities are constructed by external as well as internal 

structures. It not only depends on how an actor perceives himself but also how others 
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perceive him. He thus explains that two kinds of ideas can enter into identity, those held 

by the self and those held by others. 

 Some identities are about objective attributes which leave little room for 

interpretation thus less controversial. For example, since the establishment of the 

independent India the Indian government has had many national identities in its 

diplomacy. These include the identity of a colonial state, peace-loving country, third 

world state, anti-hegemonic force, developing country, rising power, non nuclear weapon 

state, responsible power, and international cooperator etc. Identities such as developing 

country, rising power are generally shared in the perception of other state actors, because 

they are the identities given by objective indicators; identities such as peace-loving 

country, responsible power, and international cooperator require subjective judgement. 

These identities could be at odds with the perception of India held by other states hence 

need careful examination.  

4.3 NATIONAL INTEREST AND THE CONSTRUCTION OF INDIA'S 

NUCLEAR IDENTITY 

 India's nuclear programme began under the authority of Prime Minister 

Jawaharlal Nehru, in 1948 when the new government of India passed the Atomic Act, 

leading to the creation of Indian Atomic Energy Commission (IAEC). Though Nehru 

thought that ―military spending was at best a necessary evil [and was] ―determined not to 

use weapons for war purposes. We do not make atom bombs. I do not think we will‖ 

(Ganguli, 1999, p. 150. However, India's defeat in 1962 Sino-Indian border war and the 

Chinese nuclear test in 1964 had serious impact on decision making process. China being 

in possession of nuclear weapons was contemplated as the most serious threat to India‘s 

national interest. Indian authorities were afraid of Chinese nuclear weapons not only 

because of their absolute deterrence but also because of their psychological effects on 

Indian society.  Considering China nuclear blackmailing may weaken Indians self 

confidence which may enhance Chinese political and military objectives in Asia without 

war. China was pointed at as an opponent that has particular policies over Asia, which 

could be pursued by deteriorating Indian strength and these policies were against the 

security of Indian territories. 
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 In the year 1965, during the Indo-Pakistani war, China supported Pakistan 

diplomatically and threatened to open another front along India‘s Himalayan border. The 

Chinese action reaffirmed the identity given to China by India as a deadly enemy. The 

assertion was made of China as being an aggressor, an expansionist country with nuclear 

weapons and the neighbor of India. The meaning that Indian officials like diplomats 

government officials and political party members, gave Chinese to actions, shaped the 

relations between the two countries in the following years.  One of the significant reasons 

for India's refusal to sign 1968 Non Proliferation Treaty (NPT) rested on the premise that 

NPT is a stumbling block of Indian national interest, which was created by the identity 

that India attributed to China and its policies. India could not accept being a party to a 

treaty that privileged its opponent at the expense of its own security. In this way, 

constructivist agenda counters the realist assumption that national interest is an objective 

reality for statesmen. It is rather a social construct, whose development begins and 

sometimes changes direction according to cultural and historical relations of conflicts. It 

is different from the perceptions in realist terms because in this process, a goal is 

perceived. Self and other identities are constructed without relying on perceptions and/or 

misunderstandings. 

 Historically, India and Pakistan share unfriendly and unstable relation. India has 

had numerous armed conflicts and dispute with its immediate neighbor Pakistan. The 

Kashmir dispute is regarded as one of major problems in Indo-Pakistani relations. It was 

Zulfikar Ali Bhutto who once said that "Kashmir must be liberated if Pakistan is to have 

its full meaning [and some] Pakistani politicians share responsibility for encouraging 

ordinary Pakistanis to see jihad in Kashmir as legitimate"(Anatol, 2011,p. 186).From this, 

we can ascertain how important Kashmir has been to the Pakistani leadership and further 

they have passed this conviction to the ordinary Pakistani population. A. Lieven sees the 

'Kashmir dispute' as a very sensitive issue and in his eyes the territory is even an 

obsession to Pakistan, he notes that ―the military‘s obsession with India in general, and 

Kashmir in particular.‖ Another defining factor between India and Pakistan had been the 

nuclear issue. Pakistan went nuclear after India‘s peaceful nuclear explosion in 1974 

which Pakistan perceived as a threat. General Pervez Musharraf, while speaking of 

nuclear bomb tests said that ―If the international community had helped resolve the 
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Kashmir problem and ensured the security of Pakistan, we would perhaps not have 

tested.‖
3
 In this sense, Pakistan's representation should also be considered in relation to 

nuclear policy of India. 

 India's (self) identification of Pakistan as a threat (other) can be rationalised on 

the ground that, along with unsolved Kashmir dispute, which continues to be the bone of 

contentions between two neighbors, Pakistan supported terrorist activities against India 

and then the Pakistan nuclear weapon programme which Pakistan consider as an 

―equaliser‖ against India‘s conventional military superiority. This further increased 

Indian suspicion. To add to India's agony, the growing China -Pakistan alliance was seen 

as steps to counter India or rather restrain India. It was quite evident that Pakistan was 

posing a great threat to Indian security.  

 One of the most notable developments of Indian nuclear policy was the 1998 

nuclear test. The reasons given for this test also seemed to demonstrate that India still 

maintained similar representations of its enemies, with its growing conventional and 

unconventional capabilities and arms transfers to Pakistan, China still appeared to be 

regarded as a threatening neighbor. Dalip S. Swamy (1992) asserts that shared distrust 

between India and its neighbors, primary China and  Pakistan as well, has led to a reckless 

race for security. India and Pakistan have been racing to increase the size, technological 

refinement and to keep their weapons operation ready for a long time, but the tests and 

declarations of May 1998 made a qualitative difference in the situation. Pakistan‘s launch 

of the Ghauri missile, developed with Chinese assistance, in March 1998 had been the 

most immediate provocation. The articulation of the identities of these countries may 

have strengthened the view that India was not allowed to respond in a different way. 

Considering serious problems of India with China and Pakistan, India perceived threat 

from these countries. The nuclear developments in Pakistan and China may have served 

as a trigger for India to evaluate these developments as being evidences of their hostile 

intentions. Additionally, India‘s articulations of these countries might have created a self-

fulfilling prophecy on the hostile intentions of China and Pakistan regarding the nuclear 

developments in these countries. Therefore, conducting the 1998 nuclear test was in the 

national interest of India. 
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 On the other hand, India‘s own identity emphasizes its peaceful and moderate 

responses to threats arising from its aggressive neighbors. According to Indian Ministry 

of Defence, "India‘s response to these threats [tribal, ethnic, left wing and radical jehadi 

movements in India and the possibility of gaining access to weapons of mass destruction 

by Pakistan being the perceived threat] and challenges has always been restrained, 

measured and moderate in keeping with its peaceful outlook and reputation as a peace 

loving country.‖
4
 India‘s identity is thus constructed on the basis of its peaceful and 

moderate image. If the articulation of this identity results in differences between the self 

and the others, it is expected that countries that India perceives as threats, will be labeled 

aggressive and extremist. Indeed, looking again at the Indian Ministry of Defence report, 

it is possible to see such features attributed to Pakistan. It is asserted that the utmost 

threat to South Asia's peace and stability comes from Pakistan because of its use of 

terrorism for strategic objective and ingrained Pakistani military hostile obsession 

towards India. India considers Pakistan as the epicenter of terrorism in the region and 

beyond.
5
 Bearing in mind the fact that India perceives itself as a regional hegemon, 

security in the region is thus considered within the context of national security. The 

single greatest security threat in the region, named as terrorism, is the threat toward India, 

and the source is Pakistan. India sees Pakistan as a state that is presented as the epicentre 

of terrorism, it is a given that Pakistan‘s military follows adventuristic strategies, and this 

cannot change. Additionally, Pakistani hostility towards India is obsessive and 

uncontrollable. 

  It was not possible for India –a peaceful and moderate country, whose nuclear 

weapons are ―only for self-defence and …to ensure that India‘s security, independence 

and integrity are not threatened in the future‖
6
 — to sign the NPT and CTBT as a Non 

Nuclear Weapon State (NNWS), while there exists a nuclear China supporting nuclear 

Pakistan — a terrorist, hostile, and threatening country. Historically and socially, it is 

understandable that states present themselves as peaceful and moderate, the same claim 

can be valid when it comes to defending their nuclear policies. On the other hand India 

stress on the defensive nature of these weapons and the peaceful path of Indian foreign 

policy. First, Nehruvian secularists see these weapons as a guarantee against external 

attacks and important tools to provide national security in the eyes of the Indian people 
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and to ensure the unity of India. Second, Postcolonial India‘s decision to keep its nuclear 

option open is seen in defensive on moral terms. Through nuclear deterrence, India will 

survive in the future against external threat due to the defensive nature of nuclear 

weapons. Moreover, India has never harbored aggressive inclinations against others, and 

thus the acquisition of nuclear weapons could not be morally wrong since they would not 

be used for aggression by the Indian state.  

  India took a long 24 years to declare itself as a nuclear weapon state mainly on 

moral ground as India believed in 'non- violence' propagated by Mahatma Ghandi, the 

father of the nation. Gandhiji characterized the bomb as the ―diabolical use of science,‖ 

and Jawahar Lai Nehru described it as an ―evil thing" (Dubey, 1998, p. 3) To Nehru, 

peace was indivisible and very essential for civilized behaviour in international relations 

as there is a need to be passionate about peace to establish international cooperation and 

prosperity.  

 India referred the issue of disarmament at the United Nations in September 1947, 

just one month after its independence. Indian representative Vijay Lakshmi Pandit stated 

at the United Nations that ―there is an uneasy awareness that things are perhaps moving 

toward some new and annihilating disaster and not enough is being done to check the 

trend‖ (Rajen, 2002,p. 31). The same Indian representative speaking in the general debate 

on 25 September 1948 described the problem of nuclear proliferation and disarmament as 

one of the most important items and ―momentous questions‖ for discussion. She 

suggested that the General Assembly must devote serious attention to those matters.
7
 

India was the first state to initiate the proposal to a comprehensive nuclear test ban treaty 

in 1954 at UN. Nehru has sort for standstill agreement for nuclear explosions but no 

concrete steps were taken in this regard. India's continuous nuclear disarmament effort 

cannot be overlooked.  It can be therefore seen that besides the workings of the social 

process, the cultural meanings of nuclear weapons have also contributed to the 

articulation and regarding India's nuclear policy. 

 Despite continuous effort for disarmament nothing fruitful came up, India 

continued its policy of nuclear restrain but eventually India went nuclear because of 

defensive concerns due to circumstances involving its neighbors. This can be regarded as 
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the naturalization process in relation to Indian nuclear power. Again, this does not mean 

that Pakistan and/or China do not pursue strategies contrary to the Indian national 

interest. The aim of analyzing these presentations is to show how articulations had 

already defined the national interest of India. These kinds of articulations help to produce 

a broader ―we‖. This ―we‖ is not simply the state, decision-makers or society alone but 

all of them. Weldes points out that this concept results in recognition as follows: ―Yes, 

‗we‘ are like this (i.e., a tough leader, democratic, and in favor of freedom) and not like 

that (i.e., alien, despotic, and aggressive).‖
8
 These differences provide identity 

distinctiveness. 

 One of the interesting features of the articulation of the Indian national interest 

vis-à-vis Pakistan is that successful articulation of Pakistani identity in India accelerates 

the intensity of interpellation. Accordingly, a socially constructed Indian national interest 

is accepted by Indian citizens with the help of interpellation. Yet at the same time, this 

interpellation of individuals puts an additional burden on foreign policy makers in terms 

of nuclear deterrence requirements. After a time, nuclear arsenals must be large enough 

not only to deter the ‗enemy‘, but also to be able to promote confidence among the 

domestic citizenry in their own country‘s security (Lavoy, 2003,p. 89-90). In this sense, 

articulation shapes society‘s perception, but these constructed intractable ties of 

individuals also influence the response of India of what it is that is ‗in the national 

interest of India‘. In other words, the nature of the national interest is determined by the 

presentational practices of Indian officials and in some cases individuals as well. 

4.4 NUCLEAR FACTOR IN INDIA'S FOREIGN POLICY (1947-1998) 

India had not even gained independence when the first nuclear weapon was 

exploded by US enhancing its prestige and status in the world. It did not even hesitate to 

demonstrate its nuclear power during the World War II bombarding Hiroshima and 

Nagasaki. The use of nuclear weapon in Japan has brought about a change in the very 

doctrine of warfare, in diplomacy and other means of conducting international relations 

and the use of force for self-defence. The reaction in India was of unqualified horror and 

the leaders of independence movement were quick to grasp the far-reaching implications 

of this development. Gandhiji characterized the bomb as the ―diabolical use of science,‖ 



100 

 

and Nehru described it as an ―evil thing‖. Nehru devoted a large part of his time and 

energy in educating public opinion on the catastrophic implications of nuclear weapons, 

to seeking a cessation of nuclear weapon tests and to the elimination of these weapons.
9
 

In 1947 when India emerged as an independent sovereign state, the cold war was 

in full swing. The world was divided into two opposing camps- the Capitalist West (US) 

and the Communist Block, headed by nuclear armed US and USSR, both following the 

strategy of 'Balance of terror'. India perceived this as a hindrance to its national objective 

based on the Gandhian principal of 'Ahinsha '. Under the leadership of Prime Minister 

Nehru India followed the path of Non-Alignment. On 7th September, 1946 on a radio 

broadcast Nehru provided the basic framework of the policy of non-alignment. He said 

that it is a proposal to equidistant for power rivalry between two superpowers to maintain 

sovereignty and independence in foreign policy of newly independent states. The 

fundamental feature of the NAM policy was the emphasis on peace, universal 

disarmament and elimination of threat.    

 For India non-alignment being an integral part of its foreign policy is neither a 

goal nor a value but it is a policy instrument. Indian non alignment policy means an anti 

imperialistic, anti colonial approach to strengthen world peace, mutual cooperation and 

development. It symbolized mankind's search for peace and security among nations and 

determination to establish a new and equitable international economic, social and 

political order. The policy also protests against politics of pressure and interference in 

national problems. The basic principles of non-alignment are freedom, peace and 

economic prosperity and following these principles India was trying to stand on its feet 

with independent course of actions. 

 It is true that NAM represents a multilateral process of discussion, negotiations 

and decision on various issues of security, disarmament and reduction of weapons of 

mass destruction. It has extended support and cooperation on the basis of justice, 

equality, cooperation, peace and development for restructuring international relations.
10

 

Therefore Non-alignment is considered as assertion of independence. But at the same 

time, other things are taken into considerations to assert independence. For instance, if 

while pursuing the policy of non-alignment, national interest is threatened or 

compromised than the primary importance is to be given to national interest and the 
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policies are to be framed accordingly. Moreover, emphasis should be given to 

interdependence, mutual cooperation's and co-existence which are vital components in 

pursuing national interest. A country cannot be nonaligned ignoring other states.  

 What attracted the Indian leaders specially P.M Nehru towards the atom was the 

tremendous potential for its peaceful use. Nuclear power was considered vital for the 

underdeveloped country like India who was economically venerable and lacked basic 

industrial infrastructure and nuclear energy was necessary in modernizing and 

industrializing India. He wanted to reap the fruit of nuclear science and technology 

therefore immediately after independence on 27th August1947, a meeting of the Atomic 

Board was held. Following year PM Nehru introduced the Atomic Energy Act before the 

Constituent assembly to create Atomic Energy Commission (AEC). Therefore the nuclear 

factor remained in the Indian national thinking from the beginning. India's articulation on 

nuclear issue was evident in the conduct of its foreign policy, mainly because India 

started advocating universal nuclear disarmament but simultaneously started exploring 

the avenues for cooperation with other states for acquiring nuclear resources and 

technology for a viable national nuclear infrastructure.   

 In the following decades, India's foreign policy establishment was actively 

engaged with United Nation (UN) and Conference on Disarmament (CD) towards the 

global conscious "comprehensive", "universal" and "non discriminatory" nuclear 

disarmament. India's foreign policy described nuclear weapon as the biggest threat to 

civilization and sponsored resolution to ban the use and spread of nuclear weapon. India 

propagated its own self imposed non-nuclear weapon policy and emphasized on peaceful 

use of the atom. On the other hand India was keen on developing the technological base 

for the nuclear option. Indian scientist (under the leadership of Homi. J. Bhabha) and 

diplomats were engaged in convincing countries like USA, Canada, France etc, to help 

India build its nuclear infrastructure. Eventually Canada agreed to help build a reactor 

CANDU in 1956 strictly for peaceful purpose. Canadian assistance contributed 

substantially to India's nuclear efforts and USA consented to supply fuel for the Tarapur 

Atomic Plant.  
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 In 1960's there was a remarkable shift in India's foreign policy as well as in 

India's nuclear diplomacy, mainly due to defeat in Indo-China border clash (1962) 

followed by China's demonstration of nuclear capabilities (1964). After the Chinese test, 

Rear Admiral Menon pointed out that the real strength of India's nuclear research was far 

ahead of China but India choose not to explode the nuclear device earlier. The main 

question remained whether the nuclear weapon in India's disposal would have kept the 

Chinese at bay in the 1962 war. Although Nehru did not believe that "an atom bomb will 

help India in any of its problem at the time. Nehru's foreign and security policy was 

mainly based on idealism, but at that particular situation his ideas were perhaps very 

much acquainted with the realistic understanding of International politics. Though he 

considered disarmament and non violence as worthy goals to be pursued but they were 

not to be the guiding principles of India's foreign and security policy.  

 Atomic Energy Act (1962) passed by the Lok Sabha gave more powers to Atomic 

Energy Commission, the bill was justified with the larger interest of the country that 

required the Union Government to be in complete control of all atomic resources. As 

Abraham (1998) argues atomic energy for the first time had a direct relation with the 

national interest and security of the state. In other words, by approving the Act, the Lok 

Sabha and the rest of the community recognized the military option that is technically in-

built in almost any atomic energy enterprise and Nehru and Bhabha were aware of the 

dual use of atomic power. 

 Lal Bahadur Shastri succeeded Nehru as a Prime Minister after his death in the 

year 1964. Immediately after six months P.M.  Shastri faced a great strategic challenge 

when China's first nuclear weapon was tested on 16 the October 1964. At that time 

Shastri a staunch Gandhain, who was against nuclear weapon was attending a Conference 

of Non-Alignment in Cairo, immediately he urged the leaders of the other state to 

persuade China to abstain from developing nuclear weapon.  Domestic pressure was 

mounting rapidly to respond to China's test, despite Shastri continued to persuade 

international community particularly U.S and Soviet Union to address the danger of 

nuclear proliferation. An extensive debate took place in Lok Sabha on 23-24 November 

1968 over India's foreign policy and nuclear weapon policy. The debate mostly centered 
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around India's moral approach to international affairs. Motions on nuclear policy were 

proposed in the Lok Sabha debate for a general reorientation of foreign policy in the light 

of Chinese bomb. Those who were in favour of the nuclear bomb argue that deterrence 

would be effective and cheap as severe security threat had emerged and India should opt 

for nuclear weapon. Therefore it called for the immediate production of nuclear weapon 

and also to embark on the installation of nuclear based defence in the country. Shastri 

reminded of the importance of eliminating all nuclear weapons instead of acquiring them. 

He also pointed out the economic and moral-political costs of weaponization. Shastri 

emphasized morality and idealism in policy making, and doubted whether a poor and 

democratic India could match a poor and totalitarian China in a nuclear competition's 

(Perkovich, 2000, p. 82). Shastri withstood domestic pressure for the development of 

nuclear weapon but assured that his policy would not compromise national security and 

further mentioned that India's nuclear programme would entail 'peaceful nuclear 

explosive' (PNE) i.e. he adopted a third option that was the 'nuclear option' strategy. 

According to Major General D. Som Dutt  this "strategy was considered to be a 

pragmatic posture at that time given that there were obvious moral, economic and 

political reasons for not embarking on an explicit nuclear weapon programme" (Dutta, 

1966, p. 8). 

 Shastri appealed to the nuclear powers to for a nuclear security umbrella for non-

nuclear state as to quote K Subrahmanyam "in the wake of China's nuclear threat PM  Lal 

Bahadur Shastri was believed to have requested British Prime Minister, Harold Wilson, 

for an external deterrence -  during his visit to that country in December 1964" 

(Subrahmanyam, 1998, p. 27) again in 1965 Shastri authorized his foreign minister 

Swaran Singh and Bhabha to discuss with the Americans about the security guarantees,  

but there was no favorable response from ether states.  

 Subsequent the Chinese test and another war with Pakistan in 1965 constrained 

India's national security. The most disturbing aspect of 1965 war was the Chinese 

diplomatic support to Pakistan. China even went to the extent to threaten India to open a 

second front along the Himalayan borders if India proceeded with military action against 

Pakistan. These development persuaded diplomats, bureaucrats and politicians to 
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conclude that the option to opt for a nuclear weapon was the only means to prevent future 

Chinese nuclear blackmail and intimidation. However India's official policy of peaceful 

use of atom and emphasis on disarmament continued. In fact in November 1965 India 

along with other seven nations presented resolution 2028(XX), which was adopted in 

General Assembly for negotiation of a treaty to prevent the proliferation of nuclear 

weapons.  

 Indira Gandhi succeeded Shastri at that particular time when China Pakistan ties 

stated unfolding but India continued the quest against nuclear weapon despite the tense 

regional security region. The non proliferation treaty that India was striving for came out 

asymmetrical in 1968, perpetuating the gap between disarmament and non proliferation. 

India's foreign policy came under a severe stress during the 1971 East Pakistan crisis. 

Though India won the limited war but the war left serious strategic and nuclear 

implication for India, mainly because of the US 'tilt' towards Pakistan and the presence of 

nuclear capable aircraft carrier 'US enterprise' in the Bay of Bengal. It was a move to 

generate substantial strategic pressure on India at the crucial state of the war. It was 

indeed a psychological threat to India. Such a potential threat brought India closer to 

Soviet Union and on 9th August 1971, the two countries signed a Treaty of Peace, 

Friendship and Cooperation. This treaty was the offshoot of the security environment and 

a departure from India's long held non aligned foreign policy posture, further India 

pursued a more robust defence and nuclear policy. 

 Buddha smiled (Pokhran I) in the Year 1974, Indeed, India's first nuclear test was 

officially described as a "peaceful nuclear explosion"(PNE), but according to George 

Perkovich Pokhran I was" possibly Mrs. Gandhi way to dissuade United States, China 

and the Soviet Union from undermining India's autonomy. Therefore she felt the need to 

demonstrate India's strength and standing to each power (Perkovich 2000, p. 177). New 

Delhi considered 1974 test more as an exercise of weapon option which was based on a 

proven technology rather than nuclear weapon test. Moreover it was considered as 

technological and political signal of intent and capability. Though this was the most 

remarkable event but it confined India's foreign and nuclear policy, the sanctions imposed 

by USA and Canada after the test left Indian foreign policy to "struggle for the next three 
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decades to unshackle." Further it increased international pressure to conform to the 

nonproliferation regime. Apparently it had no effect on China and reported the event 

without comments, later Chinese officials suggested that PNE had no military 

significance, but it definitely harden Pakistan's determination to develop nuclear weapon. 

New York Times quoted that Pakistan Prime Minister Zulfikar Ali Bhutto "declared that 

it was a threatening, fateful development" (New York Times, 1974, p. 6.) Mrs. Gandhi in 

her letter to PM Bhutto tried to assure that India's commitment towards traditional policy 

of developing nuclear energy entirely for peaceful purpose and the peaceful explosion 

conducted by the Indian scientists will not alter this policy. Further she tried to assured 

that there was no political or foreign policy implications of the test and India was 

committed to settle all the difference with Pakistan peacefully. PM Bhutto responded to 

the letter, denying any distinction between the peaceful and military nuclear explosion 

and declared that India's new military capability "as a permanent factor to be reckoned 

with." After five months Pakistan announced plans to add up twenty-four reactors by 

2000 and acquire expertise in all aspect of nuclear fuel cycle. On 18th October Pakistan 

signed an agreement with France firm to construct a plutonium reprocessing plant at 

Chashma. Perkovich observed that though Pakistan had begun to acquire nuclear weapon 

capabilities in 1972 but the India PNE hardened Islamabad's resolve. 

 The period that followed Pokhran-I test is commonly described as period of 

restraint in which nothing happened on the nuclear front, this Indian policy of restrain 

lasted for next six years. Mrs. Gandhi continued to propagate the danger of nuclear 

weapon proliferation. India presented Resolution 33/71B "Non use of Nuclear Weapon 

and Preventions of Nuclear War" to the thirty third session of the UN General Assembly 

on 3rd November 1978. In her address to the inaugural session of the Seventh Non-

Alignment Summit in New Delhi on 7th March 1983, Mrs. Gandhi "posed the question 

whether there could be peace alongside nuclear weapon". Again later in the year on 28th 

September, 1983 Mrs. Gandhi as the Chairperson of the NAM at the thirty- eight session 

of UN General Assembly appealed to "resume negotiations for disarmament and ban the 

production and testing of all nuclear weapon." Not immediately after Pokhran I but 

certainly from 1980 onwards there was a considerable increase in defence expenditure, 

scientific and technical development and the development of ballistic missiles. 
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Simultaneously Pakistan advance in both nuclear and missile technology, the Cold War 

ended with the emergence of one super power i.e.US and the international pressure to 

sign NPT and CTBT increased. Mrs. Gandhi withstood all these development and was 

determined to reaffirm Indian hegemony in South Asia as US continued to arm Pakistan, 

and China defended Pakistan and encourage insurgency in the Northeast. In famous 

'Indira Doctrine' she proclaimed that India will not tolerate any external intervention in 

her internal affairs and will neither intervene in others internal matters. Mrs. Gandhi 

intended "regional state to look at India as a cultural and geographic unit." India's 

expression of its dominant role in South Asia prompted a backlash from Sri Lanka, 

Bangladesh and Nepal. India was caught in between its failure to achieve recognition as a 

global power and resentment for its regional might.  

 After Mrs. Gandhi assassination in 1984 her son Rajiv Gandhi came to power, he 

continued Mrs. Gandhi's foreign policy of nonalignment. He maintained a good relation 

with Mikhail Gorbachev (Soviet Union) and in the later years both the leaders interacted 

sympathetically towards each other particularly over the issue of nuclear arms control and 

disarmament. On the hand, India sought ways to improve relations with US. The Regan 

Government was determined that their global and regional interest required more 

openness to India. Moreover, India was also seen as a potential counter to Communist 

China in Asia. India remained prudent about American imperialist intentions but never 

the less both sides cautiously pursued closer ties.  

  Rajiv Gandhi was personally skeptical about the value of nuclear weapons. He 

wanted to magnify India's image as a leader for nuclear disarmament, He strongly 

propagated India's disarmament diplomacy. On 28th January 1985, New Delhi Rajiv 

Gandhi hosted a meeting of world leaders and adopted Delhi Declaration (declaration on 

Principles for a Nuclear-Weapon Free and Nonviolent World). Another landmark event 

in the history of India's nuclear diplomacy was the Action Plan of 1988 proposed by 

Rajiv Gandhi. Action plan was for "Ushering in a Nuclear-Weapon Free and Nonviolent 

World Order" at the Third Special Session of the UN General Assembly. His proposal 

outlined a time bound, gradual and global elimination of nuclear arsenal, but all his 

efforts went to vain. Rajiv Gandhi believed that intention and actual weaponization 
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mattered most and not the laboratory work. He never stopped the scientist and engineers 

from developing devices and the weapon system (Subrahmanyam, 1998) and set up an 

informal group consisting of three Armed Forces chiefs, Dr Chidambaram Chairmen of 

BARC, Dr A.P.J Kalam director of DROD, Chairman of AEC Dr Ramanna and Dr 

Subrahmanyam strategic analyst, to work towards defence planning. According to Dr 

Subrahmanyam ―the group recommended that India should acquire a minimum deterrent 

force of 70 to 100 warheads and follow a no first-use policy." However this 

recommendation was withheld at that particular time but after a decade when India opted 

for nuclearization adopted minimum deterrence and no-first use policy. 

 The National front led by Janata Dal and backed by BJP came to power in 

November 1989. The new Government under the leadership VP Singh was worried 

particularly about Pakistani's nuclear capability and its nuclear establishment that was 

ready to conduct a nuclear test. A small secret group consisting of V.S Arunachalam, R. 

Chidambaram of (AEC), Arun Singh and retired General Sundarji was formed to develop 

plans to safeguard the functions of the government in the event of a preventive nuclear 

attack. The group came to conclusion that it was not necessary for India to respond 

immediately rather it would be enough to retaliate in a matter of days and weeks. They 

considered that "four institutions within the Indian system should check and balance 

nuclear policy: the political leadership, the ministerial bureaucracy, the scientific 

community and the military." The nuclear doctrine should be guided by four principles: 

no-fist use, ultimate civilian control, no engagement in the arm race and no single sector 

dominance over nuclear policy." However the institution of check and balance was never 

formally institutionalized mainly‖ reflect Indian politicians ‗scepticism about the 

military. 

 By early 1990's, Indian and Pakistani nuclear status had become an implicitly 

recognized reality. However the economic factor took the center stage of Indian foreign 

policy under Prime Minister P.V Narasimha Rao. India was compelled to abandon its 

"inward- looking economy" and adopted the liberalization- privatization-globalization 

(LPG) market economic model under. In this way India could successfully "integrate its 

economy with the global economy and also achieve a rapid economic growth." But 
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increasing pressure by US to adhere to NPT and CTBT had a negative impact on P.M. 

Rao's foreign policy strategy. In the pursuit of placing India on the "emerging power 

trajectory" P.M. Rao emphasized on the importance of India's engagement with US. 

During his visit to US on 17th May 1991, in a private meeting with American President 

he discussed nuclear issue, but Mr. Clinton continued to pursue the policy of "cap, 

rollback and eliminate" India's nuclear missile programs. PM Rao neither accepted nor 

rejected these proposals, though he gave assurance to Clinton on India's non-deployment 

of ballistic missiles in the near term. On this Clinton agreed on the joint statement that 

conveyed India's and the United States commitment to the progressive reduction of 

nuclear weapon with the goal of eliminating such weapon of mass destruction. 

 Important developments in the nuclear domain had a great impact on foreign and 

nuclear decision making during this period, first was the indefinite extension of NPT and 

the pressure to adhere to CTBT, second: China's nuclear test on 15th May 1995 just four 

days after the indefinite extension of the NPT complicated the Indian political security 

calculus, third: China's shipment of thirty M-11 missiles to Pakistan heightened Indian 

insecurities, fourth: the passage of Brown Amendment that authorized release of withheld 

military equipment to Pakistan and lastly China's missile test towards Taiwan, according 

to Subrahmanyam was perceived as " deterioration of regional nuclear and security 

environment" which aggravated the domestic debate on Congress government's 

diplomatic posture. Most probably influenced by these considerations PM Rao decided to 

conduct nuclear test towards the end on 1995 but unfortunately   US satellite detected the 

activities at the Pokhran test site, under immense pressure from US Rao had to postpone 

the test. BJP criticized Rao government for "giving up" the nuclear option by 

surrendering to the American pressure. But, according to Subrahmanyam, before Rao left 

office he had informed Atal Bihari Vajpayee about the progress in the nuclear program. 

This can also be ascertained from Vajpayee acknowledging Narasimha Rao as the true 

"Architect" of the Shakti nuclear test of 11th May 1998 (Malhotra, 2004). 

 In an ongoing CTBT negotiation India continued to demand a treaty that would 

oblige nuclear state to disarm as well along with non-nuclear state who would withdraw 

from their right to develop nuclear weapon. Ambassador Arundhati Ghose at Geneva 
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Conference argued that the CTBT "as drafted reaffirmed the perpetuation of nuclear 

apartheid" and stressed "national security considerations would be a key factor in Indian 

decision-making," which was later reaffirmed by Foreign Minister I.K Gujral. CTBT was 

seen as a "symbol of Indian sovereignty over hypocrisy and colonial coercion." Though 

India tried to block consensus on the CTBT but could not stop it being directly taken to 

the UN General Assembly where it was passed. Ganguly rightly pointed out that the shift 

in Indian position from support to rejection of CTBT was mainly because of the effect 

CTBT had on her nuclear programme in a situation where China had already perfected 

her nuclear arsenal and thus afford the luxury of joining the Treaty (Ganguly, 1999).  

 India's rejection of CTBT bought more time for the Indian political leadership to 

consider their policies. India sought to improve relation with US, China, and its 

neighboring countries and wished to show that "India was economically viable and 

politically constructive global and regional player" This was evident as "Gujral Doctrine" 

reflected India's commitment to act towards resolving issue with smaller state and in 

creating a "regional norm" and practice of non-interference in others' affairs. The "Gujral 

Doctrine" enhanced relation with India's small neighbours (Bangladesh, Sri Lanka and 

Nepal). Though Pakistan was excluded, but after Sharif wins in Pakistan (Febuary1997) 

who signaled talks with India paved the way to a series of high-level meetings. Pakistan 

was willing to abandon her demand of making Kashmir a precondition for progress on its 

talk with India. PM. Gujral along with Pakistani PM Sharif manages to take some steps in 

improving the relations which included direct dialogue on Kashmir. But soon the relation 

sour again when Pakistan tested a HAFT-III missile which India believed that Pakistan 

had obtained from China. PM Gujral responded by saying that India would keep China 

assistance "in mind we take care of our preparedness" and reminded that "the Indian 

nuclear option was said to be open, and that the Agni programme still continuing," 

(Deccan Herald, 1997). 

 The most radical change in India‘s foreign and security policy came when India 

decided to go nuclear on 11th May 1998 and self declared as a nuclear weapon state who 

has liberated itself from self-imposed nuclear ambiguity, this time there was no reference 

to any peaceful nature of nuclear tests. The decision was mainly based on the rationale 
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that the test was a response to the problematic regional and nuclear environment and the 

compulsion of circumstances confronting India i.e. so called threat from China and 

Pakistan, heightened by growing China-Pakistan strategic level nuclear and missile 

collaboration. "India also considered external world as unfavorable determined to include 

India into the nonproliferation regime." PM Vajpayee argued the test had given India" 

Shakti, physical and political power, ability and self-confidence. India volunteered to 

exercise a moratorium on nuclear test and hinted at adhering to the test ban treaty (The 

Hindu, 1998). According to Vajpayee India was ready to discuss certain provisions of the 

treaty but it does not mean that India would be willing to sign the treaty that she 

considered discriminatory (India Today, 1998). Immediately, the test evoked global 

condemnation and India's "entire diplomatic stamina was channeled to contain the 

reactions and convert the critical situation into an opportunity." The Indian test and the 

declaration of nuclear status undoubtedly raised important question concerning India's 

relations with Pakistan, China and the US. Pakistan responded by conducting five test 

after two weeks on 28th May 1998. The overt Pakistani nuclear test was perceived as to 

wipe out the conventional military edge India had (Talbot, 2004). The Chinese response 

to the test was extremely negative as PM Vajpayee without mentioning China had hinted 

that the rationale behind the test was the nuclear armed neighbour (China) and the 

strategic threat emitting from it. US, Canada and Japan imposed economic sanctions 

against India. 

Aftermath the test the key challenge to India's foreign policy was to "seek global 

recognition and understanding of its unblemished record on nonproliferation" (Saran, 

2005). PM Vajpayee began to work on improving Indo-US relations and for this he 

appointed Jaswant Singh.  India pointed out clearly that its commitments to universal 

disarmament, was not contradictory to its present status as a nuclear state. Nuclear 

weaponization was motivated by political and strategic purpose rather than operational 

military intentions. A pro-active foreign policy was the need of the time. According to 

Nanda "part of a massive diplomatic offensive launched by India to contain any damage" 

was initiated by sending personal letter by PM Vajpayee to various head of states and UN 

General Assembly, the diplomatic missions were also asked to brief foreign government 

in detail (Nanda, 1998), moreover, eminent persons were send to important world capitals 
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to address think tanks and universities and to interact informally with the decision makers 

at various level (Katyal, 1998). With regard to neighboring countries Vajpayee and his 

officials reaffirmed on various occasion that India remained fully committed to a peaceful 

and stable regional environment and was will to negotiate on outstanding issues through 

bilateral dialogue and negotiation. Further it was restated that the nuclear test was not 

against any country and it was only an assurance and determination to the Indian public 

about their security. The government was determined to remain engaged in substantive 

dialogue to improve its relation with its neighbour.   

 In the post Pokhran-II period the Indian leaders were quite flexible in dealing with 

the international reaction and tried to engage the world with the "sustantative dialogue" 

on different issue. As an outcome, India's relation with US was transformed by the turn of 

the century. Despite economic sanctions US "began to treat India more seriously than 

ever before" (Mohan, 2003). The dialogue on nuclear issue between India and US 

facilitated the bilateral relation between the two countries. The two sides preferred to 

choose broader engagement that helped in management of nuclear differences. Once the 

US made peace with nuclear India other countries- Australia, Canada and Japan- 

followed the suit. Further India's relations gradually reached a higher level with Russia, 

China and France. In fact France became the first country to propose civilian nuclear deal 

much before Indo-US civilian nuclear deal was signed. However the Indo-US deal 

liberated India from the "technological embargo" and indirectly recognized India's 

nuclear weapon status despite remaining outside NPT. Significantly, with this agreement 

the world has finally accepted India's status as a nuclear power and a major global player. 

 

4.5 THE NON-PROLIFERATION REGIME: INDIA'S NUCLEAR BEHAVIOUR 

 

 The disastrous experience with the nuclear weapons in Hiroshima and Nagasaki 

in1945 left the entire world with fear and horror. The former US Secretary of War Lewis 

Stimson rightly remarked that the nuclear bomb was a psychological weapon rather that a 

weapon of terrible destruction.
11

 This horrific psychological impact generated a nuclear 

taboo which remains in practice till present. The 'nuclear taboo' against the use of nuclear 

weapons due to its horrific threat to humanity has strengthened over time. Moreover, 
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there was also a trend towards the possession and proliferation of nuclear weapons after 

1945, the Soviet Union tested its first nuclear weapon in August 1949. 

 The first institutional effort to reinforce norms against nuclear proliferation took 

place in 1954 when the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) was approved and 

became operational in 1957. This was an effort to create safeguards: non-nuclear 

weapons states approved to report their civilian nuclear activities to the IAEA and also 

agreed to keep their facilities open for inspection by the IAEA inspectors to ensure that 

there was no diversion of material from civilian to military purposes.
12

 However Soviet 

continued development of advanced nuclear technology and the nuclear test by Britain in 

1957 and France in 1960 jolted the world. In the sixteenth session of UN General 

Assembly, Resolution 1653(XVI) – declaration of the prohibition of the utilization of 

atomic and thermo nuclear weapons- was passed on 24 November 1961 calling for a 

prohibition of nuclear weapons and considered the use of nuclear weapon as  "contrary to 

the laws of humanity and as committing a crime against mankind and 

civilization."
13

(Tannenwald, 2005) Nevertheless, the UN failed to initiate a comparable 

taboo against the nuclear proliferation because of powerful states‘ interests. China joined 

the nuclear club by testing its nuclear weapon on October 16 1964. 

 In 1961 the United Nations‘ General Assembly took an important initiative to 

constrain the spread of nuclear weapons and restricted states from the transfer or 

acquisition of nuclear technology. This effort was known as the Irish Resolution because 

Ireland played a primary role within the UN by arguing that the proliferation of nuclear 

weapons by additional states constituted immense danger. Additionally, in the early 

1960s, there were both vertically and horizontally proliferation of nuclear weapons and 

experts were concerned that within the span of twenty years more dozen countries were 

likely to go nuclear.  

4.5.1 NON-PROLIFERATION TREATY 

 The Non-proliferation Treaty (NPT), was introduced in 1968, after three years of 

bickering over the language and debating the necessary terms, the United States and the 

Soviet Union released a joint draft of the NPT and submitted it to the Eighteen- Nation 

Conference on Disarmament (ENCD). After further revisions, another further revised 
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draft was submitted to the 22 Session of the United Nations General Assembly. On July 

1, 1968, the NPT was signed by 62 countries. In addition to three acknowledged nuclear-

weapon states, the USSR, the US, and the UK, 59 other non nuclear weapons nations 

signed the treaty, in the hope that acceptance would assure their protection under the 

nuclear umbrella of the nuclear-weapon states.  

 In 1970 NPT came into effect with a range of obligations for Nuclear Weapons 

States (NWS) and Non-nuclear Weapons States (NNWS). NWS are defined as those that 

have manufactured and tested their nuclear weaponry before January 1, 1967. The NWS 

are United States, Russia, The United Kingdom, France and China. Every other country 

that is a member to the treaty is categorized as NNWS. NPT was established under the 

belief that the nuclear weapon proliferation would increase the risks of a nuclear war. 

Thus, the treaty required the NNWS not to acquire, manufacture or seek assistance in the 

manufacturing of nuclear weapons (Kapur, 2007, p.3), while the NWS were to disarm 

and subsequently eliminate nuclear weapons. This effort initiated cooperation among 

states and legally enforceable rules and initiated anti-nuclear norms which remain in 

practice though they were violated at different times by different states.  

 The NPT is divided into three different pillars. These are non-proliferation, the 

right to peaceful use of nuclear energy, and nuclear disarmament. These pillars make the 

fundamental value of the treaty and act as the guidelines for the signatory states. Article I 

and Article II of the treaty can be viewed as the non-proliferation pillar restricting the 

vertical as well as horizontal proliferation of nuclear weapon or used of nuclear energy 

for military purpose.
14

(IAEA, 1970) 

 The separation of NWS and NNWS makes the NPT a asymmetrical regime 

because while the treaty places similar obligations on both NWS and NNWS to prevent 

the proliferation of these weapons, it allows the five recognised NWS legally permitted to 

be in the possession of nuclear weapons, something that are denied to all other parties to 

the treaty. 

 The peaceful use of nuclear energy is the second pillar of the treaty. The reward 

for NNWS to sign the NPT is basically in return of giving up their acquisition of nuclear 
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weapons and commitment from nuclear states to provide them with nuclear technology 

suitable for the development of nuclear energy industry. Article IV of the treaty in 

compliance with article I and II  gives the member states the absolute right to develop 

research, production, and peaceful use of nuclear energy without any discrimination. For 

peaceful use of nuclear technology all the members of the treaty have the right to 

participate in exchange of materials, equipments and technological information. Further, 

members of NPT who are in the position to transfer nuclear technology should cooperate 

with international organisation and other states to further the development of application 

for the purpose of peaceful use of nuclear energy to the territories of NNWS who are 

have signed the treaty for considering the need to develop these areas of the world 

(IAEA, 1970). 

  The regime and the IAEA have a tricky dual part to play where it is supposed to 

avert nuclear proliferation and promote and provide peaceful use of nuclear energy. 

There is no guarantee that the support received from IAEA by the states to produce 

nuclear energy for civilian use will not be used for nuclear weapons production. 

 The disarmament pillar is mainly based in Article VI, where members of NPT 

will have to pursue in good faith all negotiations in order to stop nuclear arms race and 

implement effective measures for complete nuclear disarmament under strict 

international control
 
(IAEA, 1970).

15
 According to the disarmament pillar of the treaty, 

NWS are not strictly required to disarm and destroy all their nuclear weapons  rather it 

was essential for them to negotiated in good faith to eliminate nuclear weapons in their 

possessions. 

 International regime considered NPT as the base to avert global nuclear 

proliferation. The powerful states constructed this regime to change states‘ interests and 

behaviour with regard to nuclear weapons. The fundamental objective is to stop 

proliferation of nuclear weapon technology to non-nuclear weapons states, and to build 

co-operation among all the states to abide by the NPT norms. Furthermore, the treaty 

encouraged confidence-building measures among member state to establish a system of 

safeguards under the responsibility of the IAEA. The Treaty was initiated to promote co-

operation among all the member state in the field of peaceful use and equal access to 
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nuclear technology, though safeguards prevented the diversion of nuclear material 

military purpose.  In addition, the Treaty aimed to decrease international tensions and 

strengthen confidence among the member States to facilitate the end of nuclear 

manufacture, liquidation of existing stocks, elimination of nuclear weapons from national 

arsenals, and to abide by the NPT terms in general and effectively works towards global 

disarmament. Additionally, in accordance with the United Nation Charter, the NPT recall 

that the member states in their foreign relation must desist for threat or use of force 

against the political independence and territorial integrity of other state. Nations states are 

to work towards the promotion and maintenance of international peace and security 

without diverting economic and human resource for manufacturing nuclear weapons. The 

provisions of the NPT, in particular paragraph 3 of Article VIII, offer a review of the 

operation of the treaty every five years which was indefinitely extended in 1995.(See 

Appendix III Treaty On The Non-Proliferation Of Nuclear Weapons). 

 

 

4.5.2 NPT AND INDIA’S NUCLEAR BEHAVIOUR  

 Both formal and informal mechanisms of the non-proliferation regime had 

restricted Indian nuclear development. The impact of regime is through the constitutive 

procedure of definition and categorization. A certain definition of proliferation as the 

spread of nuclear weapons beyond the five NWS became enshrined as a global norm. 

India was aware of the inequality of this nuclear order. During the negotiations of the 

NPT draft, Indian diplomats tried to broaden the definition of proliferation to include 

increase in NWS arsenals and curb the manufacture, stockpiling and sophistication of 

weapons by the NWS (Husain 1968, 742). A world that was not structured by nuclear 

weapons would be safer for India as well as for other states. At the same time, India 

wanted to restrict the definition of proliferation to exclude explosions of nuclear devices 

for civilian research. NNWS would become dependent on NWS if barred from 

conducting such ―explosive experiments‖ which were vital to the full utilization of 

nuclear technology (Trivedi 1965, p. 595). It is clear that India perceived the 

nonproliferation order as doubly threatening—both strategic freedom and development 

were at stake.  
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 Since India had not tested by 1967, the regime made available only one identity—

that of a NNWS, an identity India could not accept since it was engaged in establishing 

deterrence with China and Pakistan. This also indicates regime‘s strength is the extension 

of its scope, including to those countries that resist its formal components. As the regime 

became hegemonic, Indian elites realized, India was pressurized to conform to the 

behavior expected of a NNWS. Thus, the growing power of the regime became a security 

issue for India. Through the 1970s and the 1980s, India tried to escape being categorized 

either as a NNWS by testing a nuclear device or as a NWS by imputing peaceful 

purposes to the 1974 test. 

 Global anti-nuclear norms were first tested in 1974 when India exploded a so-

called peaceful nuclear device, while accusing the NPT of establishing a form of ‗nuclear 

apartheid‘. Jaswant Singh justified that this refers to the idea that only a select few states 

which are members of the UNSC have the privilege to acquire nuclear technology and 

that they can use their power to prevent other states from building up their capacity for 

research and development of nuclear technology.
16

 India regarded the NPT as a 

‗discriminatory treaty‘, imposing a different set of rules on nuclear and non-nuclear 

weapons states, which had different rights and obligations. For many years India 

remained a critic of the international order embodied in the NPT, challenging it from 

outside while developing nuclear devices and keeping the nuclear option open until its 

second nuclear tests in 1998. 

 Initially, India was not in favour of nuclear weapons testing in the 1950s. 

Jawaharlal Nehru stated that neither chemical biological or nuclear energy and power 

should be used for destructive purpose.
17

 However Homi J. Bhaba and Nehru were 

engaged in technological advancement for both peaceful and military purposes to join the 

global club as soon as possible after the US and Soviet developments of their nuclear 

weapons. Furthermore, China‘s acquisition of a nuclear weapon in 1964 transformed both 

Nehru‘s and Bhaba‘s efforts. India, which had already fought a war with China in 1962, 

realised that possession of nuclear weapons had become a question of its security vis-à-

vis China. India, however, later proclaimed that its 1974 test was a ‗peaceful nuclear 

explosion‘, on which it sought at great length to convince the world community. The 
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Indian 1974 explosion was not only to counter the Chinese nuclear programme but also to 

join the club of nuclear weapons states. According to Indian Ambassador Savitri Kunadi 

India‘s unwillingness to sign NPT became clear when the treaty was considered as a tool 

to legitimize the continuing possession of nuclear stockpiles instead of giving up nuclear 

weapons by few nuclear weapons holders. 

 In a speech before the UN, Rajiv Gandhi, India‘s then Prime Minister, argued that 

it is unacceptable that few nations have the right to possess nuclear weapons threatening 

the survival of life on earth and these states are above any international norms while non 

nuclear states are policed against their production.
18

Additional, it is important points out 

that India was also concerned what if UN and world powers failed to achieve complete 

non-discriminatory global nuclear disarmament, then states like India is left with no 

choice then to exercise her sovereign right to protect her national interest and acquire her 

own nuclear weapon for deterrence purpose.
19

 

 Above all Indians saw the NPT as a victory for China, which thereby acquired 

NWS status extrapolating from Dean Rusk‘s statement that the NPT precluded any US 

security guarantees, The Indian Express, claimed that India now had no protection 

against nuclear blackmail by China. Similarly, the Times of India saw the treaty removing 

potential nuclear challenges to the PRC (Williams 1969, 33-36). The threat from China 

was intensified by its recognition as a NWS by the nonproliferation regime.  

 China took advantage of the regime‘s categorization, refused bilateral discussions 

with India on nuclear issues on the grounds that as a non-nuclear weapon state India 

should raise them only in multilateral disarmament forum (Singh 2003, p.153). For 

instance, in 1988 Indian analysts asked Qian Qichen, the Chinese foreign minister, about 

the possibility of a "No First Use" agreement between the two countries. Qian quipped 

that since "India claimed it had no nuclear weapons, such an agreement would be 

meaningless" (Parthasarathy, 2004). China had also signaled that its nuclear no first-use 

and non-use pledge was only applicable to the members of NPT directing at India's 

periphery status. India ‗learned‘ from the Chinese attitude that it would be taken seriously 

only when its nuclear status was unambiguous. K. Subrahmanyam, the Dean of Indian 

strategists, maintained that a nuclear bomb would enable India to talk to China as an 
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equal (Thomas 1986, 47). Perkovich also reports a 1995 conversation with a senior 

Indian official who claimed that India had to deploy ballistic missiles ―with enough 

capability‖ not to guard against a Chinese threat, but to compel China to negotiate 

seriously. 

 India‘s 1998 test series was followed by a declaration by the PM Vajpayee that 

India is a nuclear weapon state and its a reality which cannot be denied, he said that India 

does not seek for conferment and neither it is the status that others can grant. India has 

sovereign right to exercise her choice (Anon, 1998). In spite of nationalist rhetoric, India 

cannot simply declare itself a NWS on fulfilling certain technical requirements. This 

status is inter-subjective and is enforced through particular procedures. The official US 

response to India‘s self declaration was a direct rejection of India's nuclear status as a 

nuclear weapon state (Talbott 1998). ‗Self-declared‘, ‗statutory‘, and ‗de facto‘ are used 

as qualifiers before NWS when referring to these countries. India has also been called a 

‗nuclear state‘ or a ‗possessor state.‘ 

 In 2000, India‘s Minister for External Affairs declared in Parliament that India is 

a nuclear weapon state though not in strict legal terms of NPT as it is not a party to the 

treaty, and argues that India had always adhered to the NPT provisions under Article I, 

III, and VI which is applicable to nuclear weapons states only. India has a sound non 

proliferation record, had abided by the nuclear safeguards and has vigorously pursued 

negotiations for global disarmament and remains committed to nuclear weapon free 

world (Ministry of External Affairs, 2000).
20

 

 Here the Indian government tries to show that it has satisfied all the conditions for 

accession to the NPT as a NWS. Clearly, India was not ready to abandon the search for 

more formal acknowledgement of its status and considers this an important security goal. 

While it is unlikely that the NPT will be amended to include India as a NWS, some were 

hopeful that ‗other means‘ could be found to give India the status of a nuclear power. 

One way would be for India to sign a regional nuclear-weapon-free-zone pact as a 

nuclear power (Taksal, 1999). 
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 4.5.3 COMPREHENSIVE TEST BAN TREATY (CTBT) 

 The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) was adopted by UN General 

Assembly on September 10, 1996. The treaty is described as the "longest sought and 

hardest fought for arms control treaty in history."(Chevrier, 2012, p. 24) Despite a decade 

of global efforts to promote the entry into force of the CTBT the treaty‘s enactment 

appears a long way off. India, Pakistan and North Korea have not signed the treaty and 

United States failed to ratify it. 

 The preamble affirmed that the CTBT serves the goals of both non-proliferation 

and disarmament of nuclear weapons. The underlying principle of the treaty was that it 

would restrain the development and end the modernisation of nuclear weapons, 

contribute towards non proliferation and focus on nuclear disarmament, and strengthen 

international peace and security. Article I of the treaty states that the parties to the CTBT 

must concur not to "carry out any nuclear weapon test explosion or any other nuclear 

explosion"(Jozef & Cox, 1988, p. 370) and abstain from causing, encouraging, or in any 

way participating in the carrying out of any nuclear test explosion. To implement the 

Treaty provisions, a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty Organization (CTBTO) was created 

in Vienna under Article 2. The CTBTO includes an executive council for decision 

making and a technical secretariat for implementing the Treaty's verification provisions.  

Article 4, deals with the charter of the proposed global verification regime consisting of 

the International Monitoring System (IMS), and International Data Center (DIC), 

provisions for consultation and clarification request from member states, on-site 

inspection and confidence-building measures. The CTBT is the first multilateral arms 

control treaty which established remote sensing network for monitoring the operation of 

the treaty worldwide. Article 9 stipulates that the treaty is of unlimited duration. 

However, it also provides that the State party can withdraw on six months notice 

provided that the subject matter of the treaty has endangered national interest (Jozef & 

Cox, 1988, p. 380). 
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4.5.4 CTBT AND INDIA'S NUCLEAR BEHAVIOUR  

 India was apparently the first nation in the world to advocate for the test ban 

treaty PM. Nehru proposed "immediate standstill" agreement between US and Soviet 

Union to restrain from further nuclear testing as early as in 1950's. However the call to 

forbid nuclear test was obstructed by nuclear weapon state stating that there was no full 

proof verification system. India welcomed the Partial Test Ban treaty (PTBT) as a first 

step towards complete ban on nuclear testing. At UN Disarmament Conference in 1954, 

India initiated a global call to end nuclear testing and freezing of fissile material 

production. India continued with her effort and proposed various measures for forbidding 

nuclear testing in both the Special Session on Disarmament in 1978 and 1982. Moreover 

in 1988 disarmament conference Rajiv Gandhi Action Plan was introduced for a 

complete universal elimination of nuclear arsenal within a specific time frame which can 

be achieved by first banning nuclear test. India eagerly supported the idea behind the 

CTBT and when the negotiations began India was optimistic that the nuclear weapon 

states were ready to take a step on the road to nuclear disarmament. During the discussion 

of Conference on Disarmament India wanted to ensure that the CTBT did not legitimize 

existing nuclear arsenals as the NPT had done.  

 India‘s External Affairs Minister Sri Pranab Mukherjee at the UN General 

Assembly on 29, September 1995 clearly restated the Indian policy on CTBT that must 

"contain a binding commitment on the international community, especially the nuclear 

weapon states, to take further measures within an agreed time-frame towards the creation 

of a nuclear free world."
21

(S.Pattanaik, 1998) 

 The reason behind Indian Government sponsoring a resolution for the CTBT was 

to avoid any discriminatory practices in the regimes; as India had always favored the 

cause of disarmament and non-proliferation, but with impartial means and processes. 

Another important reason why India vehemently proposed the resolution was, that the 

year 1994 marked the 20th anniversary for India‘s peaceful nuclear explosion and Indian 

scientists have been working on advancing the design of the previous nuclear test, the test 

ban at this stage would had been of great concern to India. Hence, India tried to avoid any 
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kind of negative implications for her nuclear advancements based on the biased 

disarmament and non-proliferation regimes. 

 But the final treaty as it emerged at the CD ignored all of India‘s concerns. India 

had no alternative except to oppose it in the UN General Assembly and stay out of the 

treaty. The draft text of the treaty then made Article XIV ―entry into force‖ conditional 

on ratification by 44 countries who are listed by IAEA having research and power 

reactors. This left India with no choice except to block the treaty even though it was 

passed by an overwhelming majority. 

 India's posture against the CTBT is also characterized by a similar argument as of 

NPT. India rejected the CTBT and presented an argument that it was discriminatory in 

character and decisively flawed as test ban treaty locks in the capabilities of the nuclear 

weapons states without requiring a reduction or freeze on the quantity of their weapons. 

India claims its objectives for a test ban treaty have always been linked to eventual 

disarmament and the CTBT has failed to meet Indian concern. Additionally India argued 

that the language regarding nuclear disarmament in the treaty's preamble is weak as it 

suggests that a nuclear test ban may someday lead to disarmament, indicating that the 

abolition of nuclear weapons is not its main purpose. India's ambassador to the Geneva 

Conference on Disarmament, Arundhati Ghose, cites the failure of a time-table for 

disarmament and new counter-proliferation utilities for nuclear weapons, as reason for 

India's opposition to CTBT. She argued that national security consideration was a key 

factor in Indian decision making  and further added that the CTBT as drafted reasserts the 

preservations of "nuclear apartheid"(Subrahmanyam, 1998) . 

 The debate within India over the CTBT was framed more by Indian pro-bomb 

lobby in such a way that opposing the CTBT was taken to be a blow for Indian autonomy 

and bow against American hegemonism. According to C. Raja Mohan the CTBT is, 

―designed to preserve the hegemony of the nuclear weapons powers ....put a cap on 

India‘s nuclear capability, overrule India‘s disarmament and security concerns, [and 

subject it to the] worst form of political blackmail.‖
22

On the other hand security expert 

like Praful Bidwai and Achin Vanaiak claim that India's stance on the CTBT is 

inconsistent with its past calls for a test ban treaty. Arundhati Ghose stated that India's 
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position has always been consistent to an end of global disarmament and "this was not the 

CTBT India envisaged in 1954. This cannot be the CTBT that India can be expected to 

accept."
23

 

 India saw CTBT merely as an instrument for horizontal nonproliferation rather 

than disarmament. The main factors that explain the India's shift from support to rejection 

of the CTBT are:  India realised the need to access the implication of NPT on CTBT 

negotiations.  

Not just the indefinite NPT extension in 1995 had bothered India what concerned more 

was the imbalance with regard to binding character of international norms between 

NNWS and NNWS.   

Elimination of nuclear weapon was the ultimate goal though the objective of global 

elimination was lost in the mists of future. It was a triumph of the nuclear weapon state 

that had succeeds in securing their position in power for the unforeseeable future. 

Therefore the review of CTBT was essential as the intention of nuclear armed states for 

nuclear disarmament was not clear and it appeared that the nuclear have states were 

interpreting the add-hoc committee on CTBT as a means of pressurizing non members 

including India to come into NPT fold and this would eventually led to the control and 

dominance of nuclear haves over nuclear have not.  Second, India was acutely concerned 

about the "entry into force" clause, Indian strategic defence expert К. Subrahmanyam 

terms it "colonialism"
24

 as India was ongoing with an untested nuclear weapon program 

and the clause of the treaty would likely effect India nuclear option. Third India's concern 

was the detoriating security condition with her neighbour. Indian strategic community 

argued that the Chinese were willing to agree to the treaty only because they had reached 

such a level of proficiency in their weapons development that they could do away with no 

further test.‖
25

 Moreover if India signs CTBT India would have foregone the right to test 

any nuclear devices, yet China would have retained the power to develop its arsenal 

through computer simulation. India also feared that China can help Pakistan -its prime 

ally- through delicate technologies through which Pakistan can test its devices through 

computer simulation only.  

 Although CTBT embodied international norm against nuclear testing has been 

universally accepted. India demonstrated her nuclear capability by testing on May 1998 
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which challenged the aspirations of NWS of legitimizing and limiting nuclear weapons to 

few selected world powers while denying to others. But immediately after the test the 

Prime Minister Atal Bihari Vajpayee announced India‘s voluntary moratorium stand on 

CTBT and also affirmed to the ―no first use‖ of nuclear weapon considering Indian 

commitment to her stand on world without nuclear weapons.
26

 

  During the debate in Parliament, on December 15, 1998, PM. Vajpayee asserted 

India's commitment to universal test ban and her willingness to adhere to CTBT provided 

other countries adhere to the CTBT without conditions.
27

 However on October 13, 1999 

the US Senate voted against ratification of the CTBT with this development it became 

absolutely clear that the United States itself was in doubt regarding the consequences of 

ratification. However the future of CTBT mainly lies in the hands of the United States. 

Unless and until America ratifies it, the other nuclear weapons states will not ratify it, 

especially China and India will also not deter from its decision of not signing if the 

former two refrain from ratifying it. Despite India‘s unwritten future with the CTBT it is 

already a de facto supporter of the treaty by observing voluntary moratorium on future 

nuclear testing
28

and refraining from conducting underground nuclear test explosions. At 

the same time, India also indicated its willingness to move towards a de jure 

formalization of this declaration.
29

 

 

4.6 THE INTERSECTIONS OF ECONOMIC GROWTH AND NUCLEAR 

CAPIBILITY 

 It was the economic backwardness that encouraged India to the nuclear path. The 

colonial experience and the Cold War politics led P.M Nehru to choose the path of non-

alignment in foreign policy and self-reliance in economic policy. He wanted to maintain 

balance between economic development as well as national freedom and integrity. 

Therefore Nehru's vision of an economically developed modern state, including nuclear 

energy drove the nation to manufacture the essential nuclear foundation that gave it the 

opportunity along with foreign assistance to seek for nuclear weapon in the late 1950's. 

Nehru's vision of India as a modern economically developed nation was implemented by 

Bhabha of their plan to modernize the nation through the application of modern science. 
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Atomic power seemed only route to modernize India. As Nehru noted that "the 

application of nuclear energy to peaceful and constructive purpose has opened the 

limitless possibility for human development, prosperity and overabundance" (Newman, 

1965, p. 264). Nuclear power electric or explosive was considered as representing 

modernity and prosperity. It was believed India would with the help of atomic energy 

achieve the standard of living that her backwardness and lack of industrial strength had 

prevented her from obtaining it. Nehru is considered as the architect of modern and 

scientific India who laid the strong foundation stone of Indian foreign and nuclear policy. 

Nehru was aware of the dual purpose of nuclear energy and had accepted the potential 

military role of the programme. He not only ensured nuclear development for peaceful 

purposes to serve India's national interest but he also exhorted scientist to work 

simultaneously for weapon use of nuclear energy so that when the country decided to 

exercise nuclear option it would do so without much difficulty. 

 Indian economic strategies consisted of what "growth through capital 

accumulation and increased per capita income"(Gangopadhyay, 1993, p. 139). India 

utilized Soviet style five year plans which "were based on a strategy of massive 

industrialization and capital accumulation." Indian economic policy was a product of 

nationalism, socialism, and a rejection of Western economics. Indian politician, 

Subramanian Swamy, proclaimed policies he termed "economic nationalism." Economic 

nationalism consists of "self-reliance, high growth rate, and nuclear weapons"(Swamy, 

1971, p. 1). 

 By early 1960's India with foreign assistance and indigenous effort made 

substantial progress in building the infrastructure for developing technological base for 

the nuclear option if the need arose. As it prove to be the case India launched a nuclear 

explosion project in 1965 soon after Chinese first nuclear test. India feared that its 

progress would slow down if the country would face coercion from other possibly 

nuclear-armed states. In this regard nuclear weapons were essential in "securing an 

environment" for development. Cohen points out that once the "fixed costs" of setting up 

a relatively indigenous nuclear infrastructure had been incurred taking the step of 

weapons acquisition became more reasonable (Cohen 2001, p. 177). Further the 
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electricity and space programs subsidized the cost of the nuclear program.
30

 Most 

importantly, development was not seen as distinct from, or competing with defense, 

especially with reference to the dual-use nuclear program. Thus, perceived ―opportunity 

costs‖ were also low. 

 The Pokhran I test in 1974, officially described as Peaceful nuclear explosion was 

symbolized as the accomplishment of indigenously built nuclear program as 

demonstrated by the emphasis given to technological ingenuity. Testing was also 

believed to stimulate development. The 1974 test was represented as yet another long-

term, capital-intensive investment by the state. Strategic analysts, K. Subrahmanyam, 

claimed that the PNE did not ―result in the diversion of resources from development but 

was itself a splice-off from a steady development program‖ (Subrahmanyam, 1974, p. 5). 

Swaran Singh, the External Affairs Minister declared to the UN that the PNE should be 

seen in the context of India‘s attempt to develop its natural resources and not as a nuclear 

explosive test. 

 A study conducted by economist and South Asian expert, Robert Looney, 

concludes that India's defense expenditures had no negative impact on India's economic 

growth (Loony, 1991). Looney conducted a study of the causality between defense 

expenditures and gross domestic product in South Asia. Utilizing two twenty year sub-

periods 1957-1977 and 1967-1987 Looney concluded that "the impact of defense growth 

was positive, with growth not significantly influencing the government's allocation to the 

military"((Loony, 1991, p. 59). His findings indicate that India's modest defense 

expenditures are not a contributing factor in India's slow growth and troublesome 

economy. Looney's conclusions are consistent with other economic studies which 

conclude "that investment and government spending both have a positive impact on 

growth"(Loony, 1991, p. 59). 

 India's economic reforms were initiated in the late 1980s after decades of inward 

looking, semi autarkic planning. A Balance of Payments crisis prompted comprehensive 

liberalization which started in 1991, the Indian economic reforms represented a "clear 

and direct shift from the dysfunctional development strategy of the previous four 

decades"(Srinivasan, 2004, p. 229). The pre-reform strategy emphasized import 
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substituting industrialization and the state played a major role in the economy which 

included privatization of state-owned enterprises, reversal of the reservation of certain 

sectors for small-scale industries, lifting of restrictions on ownership and production, and 

deregulation to promote entrepreneurship (Srinivasan, 2004, p. 232). Foreign Direct 

Investment (FDI) was enthusiastically requested, even in sectors that had been reserved 

for Indian business. Export promotion became an important objective India joined the 

World Trade Organization (WTO) and revised national legislation to adhere to 

international standards on free trade and property rights. The changes significantly 

affected the economy, between 1992-93 and 1997-98, as average annual Gross Domestic 

Product (GDP) growth rate raised from 5.5% to 6.9%. Compared to global average 

India's export was rising faster and contributing a steadily increasing share of GDP. 

  In the 1990s, the international community began to expect that stronger economic 

relationships would restrain India‘s nuclear ambitions. If the nuclear program were 

accelerated the country would be isolated internationally, which would harm the 

economic interests of India. But, strikingly, this was the time that the government began 

to speed up the nuclear weapons program and started secret preparation for test. In 1995 

ultimate disclosure and subsequent pressure from the US halted test preparations. The test 

was planned by the same Congress government who had liberalized the Indian economy. 

Some authors like Raj Chengappa, have claimed that the pro-liberalization advocates 

headed by the Finance Minister convinced the Prime Minister not to proceed with the 

test.
31

 Whether this was true or not, the test was simply put off. In 1997 BJP government 

also attempted to test, but the government itself fell before the decision could be carried 

out. Finally, India tested nuclear weapons on 11 and 13 May, 1998. However, India‘s 

new economic policy actually facilitated the turn in nuclear policy. 

 The shift in discourse with economic liberalization facilitated the test. As the state 

withdrew from its developmental role, its regulatory role became more prominent. There 

was a dramatic u-turn in official state discourse. India emerged as a 'normal state', 

simultaneously participating in the global market and putting national security first 

(Sarkar, 1998, p. 1729). India's shift towards ‗normalcy‘ helped reassure the world about 

the behavior of a nuclear India. PM Vajpayee while addressing the parliament after the 

test cited globalization to reinforce the case of treating India not as a rogue state but 
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rather as a responsible member of the international community, ―the policies of economic 

liberalisation introduced in recent years have increased our regional and global linkages 

and the Government shall deepen and strengthen these ties.‖ 
32

 Aiyar (1998) pointed out 

that liberalizer celebrated the fact that the test helped to globalize India by making it 

essential for the government to attract foreign investment. India's nuclear test promised 

economic benefits. 

 Liberalizers hoped for positive economic fallout from testing. Professor Baru 

asserted that India as a nuclear power and with open economy could deal with the world 

―on an equal footing‖ (Baru 1999, p. 49) A soft state that compromises on security issues 

cannot project the image of a strong negotiator on trade and commerce issues (Chellaney, 

1997; Jetley, 1998). The ‗Made in India‘ label would acquire brand equity when the 

country openly joined the major powers as a strategic player (Nalapat, 1999). An Indian 

representative at the UN or the WTO would be heard with respect (Gurumurthy 1998). 

India‘s ―wavering‖ had cost it patent rights as well as the benefits of being a nuclear 

power (Joshi 1998c). Brigadier General Vijai Nair, a nuclear advocate, believes that 

India's extensive civilian nuclear power program, which can produce fissile material, help 

supplement the costs of a weapons program. 

4.7 CONCLUSION 

  Economic sanctions are significant in the discussion of the economic 

consequences of nuclear decisions. Sanctions, like nonproliferation controls were often 

seen as a security threats because they have negative effect on economic and technical 

progress. India‘s strategy has been to counter them through indigenous capability, 

particularly in nuclear technology. The 1974 test, for instance, was seen as ―part of an 

industrial plan aiming at eliminating the need for foreign aid.‖
33

A.B. Vajpayee, then an 

Opposition leader, called it a ―substantial step towards self-reliance.‖ In 1998, it was 

predicted that sanctions would stimulate self-sufficiency.
34

 They would make Indians 

more self-reliant and innovative. The 1998 budget announced a 20% increase in funding 

for science, both the civilian and defense sectors specifically to counter restrictions on 

technology transfers.
35
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Indian decision-makers were keenly observing the operation of the regime, and they 

estimated that the costs of sanctions would not damage the economy. They argued 

sanctions in the nonproliferation regime are rare. According to Speier Chow and Starr 

analysis, sanctions had been imposed only 24 times and out of these only 7 led to 

negotiations between the sending and targeted country.
36

 Therefore India hoped that it 

could win concessions on issue of security regime by proffering economic gains (Bajpai, 

2002). Besides, sanctioning countries did not appear to be uniformly committed to 

nonproliferation. Advocates of ‗crossing the nuclear threshold‘ anticipated that India 

would be able to meddle with the coalition of sanctioning countries before sanctions 

began to hurt.
37

 

 France and Russia opposed the imposition of sanctions, with the latter signing an 

agreement to build nuclear reactors days after the tests (Nayar, 2001, p. 81). On economic 

sanctions, Germany officially followed the G-8 line, but in practice its stand was softer 

and occasionally it remained neutral in the voting on aid proposals (Nayar, 2001, p. 98). 

Within the US too there was opposition to an emphasis on nonproliferation at the expense 

of other economic and strategic objectives. Bill Clinton‘s Secretary of States, Madeleine 

Albright also criticized the sanctions, mandated by the Nuclear Nonproliferation Act, as 

being too inflexible ―all sticks and no carrot‖ According Teresita Schaffer former South 

Asian specialist in State Department said that, despite being apprehensive of India's 

nuclear status, the US decided to accept the reality very early on, which led to the first 

strategic dialogue between India and US. This further led to the beginning of a closer 

relationship between the two countries, mainly because of US interest in India's 

expanding economy and pool of information technology specialists. 
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CHAPTER -5 

INDIA VS CHINA AND PAKISTAN: SECURITY 

PERCEPTION AND STRATEGIC OPTIONS 

 

 Perception is the process of acquiring, interpreting, selecting and organizing 

sensory information, while idea is defined as something "that potentially or actually 

exists in the mind as a product of mental activity" therefore perception and idea are treat 

as synonyms. Security perception is hereby a state actor's ideas about security that is its 

recognition and interpretation of security. Since security perception is an idea of nations, 

it is necessary to analyse the role idea play is articulating threat.  

 The threat perception is an important ingredient in determining the security 

parameters of any state specially one surrounded by nuclear states. India has fought 

conventional wars' in the past with its two nuclear armed neighbours China and Pakistan. 

Moreover, India found itself in a precarious situation where it was threatened by China‘s 

overt and Pakistan‘s covert nuclear capabilities with their common interests to deter 

India. India locates its rationale for the 1998 nuclear test in the so called threat from 

China heightened by alleged Sino-Pakistan strategic level nuclear and missile 

collaborations. This chapter attempts to analyse  China and Pakistan nuclear policy and 

examines as to what extent India's security perception vis-s-vis China and Pakistan has 

been a factor determining the Indian overt nuclear option and further analyses India's 

strategic option.  

 

5.1 CHINA’S NUCLEAR POLICY  

  Geostrategically the People's Republic of China (PRC) is Asia's largest mainland 

state dominating Pacific Ocean sharing common land and maritime borders mostly 

disputed and unsettled with states in Northeast, in Southeast and South Asia enjoying its 

military superiority in the region. China is the first Asian state to go nuclear in 1964 and 

fifth nuclear power of the world. At present it is possess world's third largest nuclear 

arsenal comprising nuclear triad force. 

 Despite economic and resource limitations in early years, China chose to develop 
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a costly nuclear arsenal. As many factors have influence China's nuclear ambitions the 

most significant nuclear aspirations being— search for identity, prestige, security and 

technology (Malik, 1994, p.316). The evolution of China's nuclear weapons program, can 

be tracked down to the founding of the People's Republic of China (PRC) and the man 

behind China's nuclear aspiration was Mao Zedong who stressed China's need to develop 

nuclear weapons for self defence. Infact, Mao believed that China should acquire nuclear 

bombs to balance Westen power and argues that if more countries acquire nuclear 

weapon the less the chance for nuclear war emphasizing the power to deter adversaries.  

 Moa's vision of China as a major power of the world developed and well armed, 

and the leader of the Communist world
1
could be realised only if China can defend its 

sovereignty, territorial unity and independence. Imperialism and hegemonism were 

considered the biggest threat to China's national interest and Moa considered imperialist 

United States as a major threat.  A document drafted by Communist Central 

Committee headed by Moa on 8 January 1949 entitled "The Current Situation of Our 

Tasks" highlighted China's concern over United States involvement in supporting Chiang 

Kai-Shek during the 1946-1949 Civil war and did not rule out the possible future military 

intervention by United States. The continuous support by US to Chiang Kai-Shek 

nationalist government in Taiwan and its refusal to recognize PRC was seen as a major 

challenge to the security of Chinese territory and to the stability of the new communist 

regime. Mao suspicion of US intentions can be justified on the ground that US on several 

occasions had considered using or rather arguably threatened to use nuclear weapon 

against China during and after the Korean war and had even deployed nuclear-armed B-

29 bombers to Guam in 1951 for possible use against targets in China.
2
 From the outset 

China's nuclear weapons programme was circumscribed by firm political boundaries.  

 Mao defined the limits of nuclear weapons himself in 1956, starting that China's 

nuclear arsenal will be limited in numbers and that its purpose would not be to seek 

global or even regional dominance, but rather to boost Chinese courage and to scare 

others, this statement was the first conceptual inkling of what would later come to serve 

as the core of China's policy of minimal deterrence (Neill, 2011, p. 27). Despite emphasis 

on self reliance China had to take assistance from former Soviet Union to develop nuclear 

weapons.
3
Six cooperative agreements

4
  resulting to New Defence Technical Accord, was 
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signed between two countries in 1957 which bounded Soviet Union to provide prototype 

nuclear device to China (Lewis, 1988, p.39). The agreements covered a relatively 

complete industrial system for nuclear research and production which attributed to the all 

round development of nuclear research and infrastructure setup in China. Along with 

blueprints, technical materials, equipments and assistance, a large number of Soviet 

nuclear scientist and specialists were sent to China to supervise and assist China's nuclear 

programme.    

 According to Marshal Nie Rongzhen, who headed China‘s strategic programs 

during the 1950s and ‗60s said that the agreement worked out quite well in the initial two 

years but the assistance was short lived. Among various reasons
5
 for Soviet withdrawal 

from the agreement the most important one was PRC's bombardment of Jinmen 

(Quemoy) near Taiwan in 1958, which caught Moscow off guard. Soviet President 

Khrushchev decided to revoke the Sino-Soviet agreement to deliver an atomic bomb 

teaching model to China and formally terminated the agreement in 1959 citing the 

Geneva test ban negotiation as the reason for not been able to provide a prototype nuclear 

device, blueprints, or technical data and assistance to China anymore. Soviet abrupt 

withdrawal from the agreement had a deep impact on China. With the sense of betrayal 

the annoyed Chinese leaders became more determined to develop nuclear weapon 

indigenously. The first indigenously build Chinese nuclear bomb was code named as 

"596 project" as a reminder of the 1959 when Soviet had withdrew its support to China's 

nuclear program. The code name clearly demonstrated China's "indignation" toward the 

Soviet Union (Lin 1988, p. 132). 

 The complete withdrawal of Soviet advisors in 1960 and the turmoil of the Great 

Leap Forward (1958-1960) campaign complicated Chinese efforts to develop a nuclear 

and ballistic missiles. In particular, the Chinese faced great difficulty in producing 

adequate amounts of fissile material, particularly plutonium.
6
 The financial and technical 

constraints created divisions within the Chinese leadership with regard to pursuing 

nuclear programs. In 1961, the controversy was resolved during a meeting of the 

Politburo at Beidaihe, which gave more importance to nuclear weapon program at the 

expense of conventional forces. The arguments that favour the continued spending on 
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nuclear programs were linked with the development of ―sophisticated weapons‖ with 

Chinese national economic development. 

 China exploded its first atomic bomb on 6, October 1964 and subsequently a 

hydrogen bomb was tested in June 1967. The Chinese government promptly issued a 

doctrinal statement that outlined the major features of China‘s declaratory policy. They 

declared the test as the achievement of the people of China and rationalised the test as a 

means to strengthen their national defence opposing US imperialist policy of nuclear 

blackmail and threat. It stated that China's nuclear weapon are for self defence and has no 

intension of using them. Its main purpose is to deter the enemy. The statements indicated 

that the purpose of China's nuclear weapons was defensive, and referred to the broader 

goals of safeguarding world peace and promoting disarmament. Most importantly, the 

statement articulated the no first use pledge, which remains the major doctrinal statement 

describing the structure of Chinese nuclear forces. Subsequently, it made an 

unconditional commitment toward non use of nuclear weapon against non-nuclear states. 

  It was not until the publication of its Defence White Paper of 2006 that China 

stated its ―nuclear self-defence strategy‖. This is guided by five principles: (i) Deterrence 

of nuclear weapons use or nuclear blackmail directed against China; (ii) ensuring the 

survivability of its own nuclear weapons and be able to carry out a second strike in the 

event of a nuclear attack; (iii) relinquishment of nuclear first use; (iv) a centralised 

command for nuclear weapons; (v) nuclear weapons only to be used against key targets.  

Over the period of time China has continued to modernised its nuclear arsenal, due to the 

secrecy of its strategic program,  it is a difficult task to  accurately estimate China‘s 

nuclear arsenal. The Bulletin of Atomic Scientists estimated that China had 

approximately 400 nuclear warheads in 1999,
7
 but the organization downsized the arsenal 

to approximately 200 warheads in 2006.
8
 Nonetheless, analysts like Hans Kristensen are 

confident that China is actively increasing its arsenal, with the 2008, 2010, and 2011 

reports listing an increase to 240 warheads,
9
 while the 2013, report described another 

increase to 250 warheads.
10

 The recent report, 2016 describes adding up of 10 warheads 

tallying to 260.
11

 These increases would make China the only UN permanent Security 

Council member nation actively expanding its nuclear arsenal.
12
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5.2 INDIA'S SECURITY PERCEPTIONS ABOUT NUCLEAR CHINA 

 India China relation started on a positive note. Nehru considered China as India's 

sister in history (Nehru, 1942, p. 28). India and China's civilization sisterhood laid the 

basis for modern day friendship based on 'Hindi-Chini Bhai Bhai' or India China 

brotherhood. For both Nehru and Gandhi, India and China were vital to the maintenance 

of peace in Asia. For Nehru, China and India were predisposed to peace and cooperation 

"Ancient societies like India and China ......tends to concentrate on the cultivation of 

those virtues which made the individual less self-centred and willing to cooperate - tact, 

poise, balance were essentials" (Jaffrelot, 2003, p.64). 

India became the first country in the world to recognise the communist government of 

China and even took to championing its case for recognition by the United Nation. Nehru 

reasoned that the Chinese Communists party rise to power was less for victory for 

communism than a win for Chinese nationalism and Asia's resurgence (Maxwell, 1972, 

pp. 87-88). However the Indian perception started to change when in 1950 China's 

invasion of Tibet was the first incident to produce unease for the Indian Government 

which provoked public demonstration against the Chinese. Nehru was initially adamant 

that China's claim was limited to suzerainty and not sovereignty. Despite facing domestic 

criticism from the parties sympathetic to the Tibetans, from those who wanted to continue 

the British policy of using Tibet as buffer state and others who saw this as the first 

indication of the looming threat of Chinese expansionism, Nehru eventually continued 

with his public advocacy of India -China friendship. 

 Moreover India had come to terms with Chinese sovereignty in Tibet, it was made 

clear in the trade agreement signed in April 1954 which was called the ‗Agreement 

between India and China on trade and intercourse between Tibet region of China and 

India'. This agreement established the relations between India and China that were to be 

carried out according to the principles of peaceful Co-existence or Panchsheel. Despite 

Nehru's attempts to cover the emerging cracks on India-China friendship another 

discursive construction of China as expansionist and aggressive began to gain ground. 

Other Indian leader like Sardar Vallabhbhai Patel saw the threat emanating from China's 

communist ideology
13

and was adamant about China's expansionist tendencies. Patel 
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wrote in a letter to Nehru in 1950 that a strong and united communist China posed a 

threat to India's north and north east frontiers as well as to parts of Assam and Burma. 

According to Mullik the Chinese would not stop with overrunning Tibet but would "come 

right up to the borders of India and also claim those parts of northern India, Bhutan, 

northern Bhutan etc. which has been shown in Chinese maps as coming under the 

jurisdiction of the Chinese Emperors" (Mullik, 1971, p. 109). Still, Nehru remained 

unconvinced by these arguments and whatever suspicions he had of China's aggressive 

tendencies, he repudiated the idea that they would be directed against India and ruled 

Chinese invasion of India. 

 By 1959, the correspondence in border issue between India and China had 

intensified as China started adopting less friendly and more strident language in its 

condemnation. For instance the border dispute intensified when China completed the 

Sinkiang-Tibet Highway in 1958, grading 204 km through the disputed area in Aksai 

Chin at the north western area, the Tibetan revolt in 1959 and the decision of Indian 

government to grant political asylum to Dalai Lama and mutual accusation of territorial 

encroachment damaged India China relation. In a letter from Chinese Foreign Secretary, 

China accused India of interfering in its internal affairs by plating an objective role of 

encouraging in Tibetan rebel. India reacted with hostility to what was perceived as the 

statement's threatening undertones. The reply from Foreign Secretary but drafted by 

Nehru went on to say that India had avoided interference in China's internal matters and 

would continue this policy, but that this did not mean that it would discard or vary any of 

their own policies under any pressure from outside (India, 1954-1959, p. 77) This was the 

first appearance of Indian threat perception of China as a bully that was trying to push 

India into subservience. Tension was further heightened in September when a letter from 

Chou En-Lai made what Nehru thought were vast claims on Indian territory, it was the 

Konga Pass incident of October 1959 that finally convinced Nehru of China's hostile 

intention in which a small detachment on Indian police officers became involved in a 

shooting incident with Chinese troops. Chinese and Indian accounts of what transpired at 

Konga Pass are contradictory with each side accusing the other of shooting first. 

However for Nehru, the incident had conformed his worst fears about China which was 

expressed in his speech to Indian parliament in November 1959, arguing that China had 
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developed a "sensation of greatness" early in history and thought it was natural for other 

countries should pay tribute to them (Nehru, 1961, p.367). He said, China had an 

"inherent tendency to be expansive when she is strong". While considering China's 

growing strength and its "abnormal state of mind" created by revolution, China posed a 

definite danger to India. He vowed to keep seeking a peaceful solution but if India's 

'honour 'and 'integrity of its territory' was at stake then China cannot barter India's  self-

respect and honour (Nehru, 1961, p.363). Nehru had initially sought to build a common 

anti-colonial identity based on ancient civilisation links between China and India, but this 

was shaken by China's invasion of Tibet. Although Panchsheel was initiated as an 

attempt to restore the latter, by end of 1959 it had become evident that this would not be 

sufficient.  

 Chou En-Lai visited India in April 1960 and repeated the Chinese proposal that 

the status quo be maintained along the actual line of control pending negotiations. 

However in the Indian perception China had taken on all the characteristics of a colonial 

other which made India once again reject the Chinese proposal and in November 1961 

took the decision to become more active in defending what it considered to be Indian 

territory (Hoffmann, 1990, pp. 88-92). Indian government resolved to avert Chinese 

advancement any further and decided to develop its presence in Aksai Chin by 

establishing post and patrols. Defence Minister Krishna Menon later refuted the idea that 

this constituted a forward policy (Mullik, 1971, p. 318) The Indian leadership remained 

confident that India's military activity would not lead to an escalation in conflict. 

Moreover there was a genuine conviction among civilian officials that if China were to 

react with force to India's forward moves, the army would be able to cope with it, despite 

the indication to the contrary from military personal who had warned Nehru of numerical, 

logistical and tactical problems involved in executing the forward policy (Hoffmann, 

1990, pp. 98-100). 

The belief of India that it was in full control of the situation on the Sino-India border was 

shattered on 10th of October 1962 when a Chinese assault unit confronted an Indian 

platoon near Tseng Jong on the eastern side of the border. The Indian patrol managed a 

retreat but not before suffering casualties. (Hoffmann, 1996, pp. 152-153) On 20th 

October the Chinese began their full assault attacking various Indian posts in the North 
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eastern Frontier Agency and in Ladakh with the intention of taking all that India had 

gained through its forward policy and with the goal of pushing Indian troops back to 

China's 1960 claim line, which was considerably further behind the 1959 actual line of 

control. After a month of hostilities the Chinese had achieved their immediate military 

objective, it was more of a demonstration of Chinese military strength. They announced a 

cease-fire on 21st November and on 1st December began withdrawing troops. China's 

ceasefire plan was tacitly agreed by India although it refused to accept China's 

demarcation of the line of control, but was forced to tolerate it.  

 However in Colombo Conference which was organised to discuss the India-China 

situation by Srilanka and several other non-aligned states, China refused to agree the 

proposal which called China to give up territory occupied after the 8th September 1959 

which to China was seen as legitimising India's earlier forward policy. Likewise for 

India, the China's line of control did not align with either a customary boundary or the 

pre-war administrative reality (Hoffmann, 1996, pp. 226-8). Without the means or 

inclination to challenge it, India has mostly abided by the Chinese line of control since 

1962 with relatively few major incidents. 

 ―Militarily the Chinese victory was complete, the Indian defeat absolute‖
14

 which 

altered the security environment with a everlasting impact left on India‘s security psyche. 

These events generated a radical change in Indian perceptions of China, India could no 

longer rely on friendly overtures to inhibit China which forced Nehru to re-evaluate 

Indian security. Calls for the developments of nuclear weapons were made in the Indian 

Parliament by Bharatiya Jana Sangh as part of India's long term defence effort against 

China.
15

 Though Nehru resist these demands and the nuclear program continued on its 

peaceful track, however the fact was obvious that India was lacking in security. After the 

humiliating defeat in 1962 border war India fears Chinese 'policy of expansionism' on 

other territorial claims as China still occupies 38,000 sq km. of Kashmir and claims 

another 90,000 sq.km. in Indian state of Arunachal Pradesh (Hindu,31 July 2003). New 

Delhi has been very cautious whenever the Chinese have collaborated with India's 

neighbours, in fact China had settled  border issues and signed agreement with Nepal 

(1960), Burma (1960) and Pakistan (1963) (Kerttunen, 2009, p. 107).In addition the close 
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cooperation between China and Pakistan, confirmed in 1963, when China has acquired 

5,180 sq.km. territory of POK under the Sino-Pakistan Boundary Agreement of 1963,
16

 

which indicated growing security collaboration against Indian interests, this further 

increased India's threat perception towards China and its feeling being surrounded by a 

hostile neighbourhood (Frey, 2006, p. 112.). 

 Against the backdrop of the still sore wound of 1962 defeat,  a nuclear dimension 

was added to Sino-India hostility when the Chinese tested on 16 October 1964, becoming 

the first Asian power to detonate a fission weapon. China's nuclear breakthrough alarmed 

India which broke Indian illusion that its nuclear technology was ahead of China. 

Moreover, India now had to face nuclear foe along with territorial foe which India 

perceived as an unfavourable power imbalance.
17

 Chinese explosion set off an 

unprecedented six weeks of nuclear debate in India and brought a shift in action in India's 

nuclear program. Those who advocated nuclear weapon argued that the only way to deter 

China from further military aggression or nuclear blackmailing was to acquire nuclear 

weapon for itself. The 1964 Lok Sabha debate on foreign and nuclear policy centred on 

general notions of the new strategic environment (Cohen2001, p.161). 

  Indian PNE in1974 (code named Buddha Smiled) was the result of a decade of 

contemplation about the nuclear weapon that originally began in reaction to China's 

nuclear test. Eight days after the Chinese test, Bhabha on All India Radio warned about 

future possibility of Chinese nuclear attack on India and to deter threat India should opt 

for bomb because India's nuclear capability could only deter nuclear attack and he 

signalled that India could manufacture nuclear bomb in just eighteen months (Perkovich, 

1999, p. 67). Indian disappointment was further aggravated by positive reaction to the 

Chinese test by other developing countries. 

 In 1965 Indo-Pakistan war the most disturbing aspect for India was China's 

diplomatic supported throughout the conflict to its new found ally Pakistan, moreover on  

8th September China sent an open diplomatic note to India threatening "grave 

consequences" if India proceeded with military action against Pakistan. Further on 17th 

September China directly threatened Indian position on the Tibet border. Though, India 

firmly resisted Chinese pressure but nuclear armed China presented India with a security 

threat that could not be ignored. Following year Chinese successfully launched a nuclear 
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weapon tipped missile and on 17 June1967, China exploded a thermonuclear device and 

became 'very belligerent' - moving troops into disputed area, the Government of India 

expressed that China had cause 'grave concern' to it and heighten Indian apprehension 

about China's nuclear blackmail and intimidation. India cited 'China problem' as its great 

concern during the NPT negotiations, further Chinese nuclear test during the NPT 

negotiation aggravated Indians concern which was highlighted when External Minister, 

M.C Chagla, referring to China declared in Lok Sabha (1967) that India was "under 

continuing menace of a country which had already exploded an atomic bomb, and we 

will certainly bear in mind this vital factor" while considering India's policy towards the 

NPT (Chakma, 2005, p.208).  India's rejection of NPT in 1968 bears this concern about 

China's building sophisticated nuclear arsenal which India perceives as a threat to its 

security. 

 In the early 1970's when China launched their first satellite the debate about India 

acquiring the bomb intensified as Chinese could use tactical nuclear weapon in a limited 

Himalayan confrontation. Further Indian perceives that it signifies Chinese persistence to 

build a ballistic missile capability that could hit at distant Indian targets. A strong demand 

for India to build nuclear weapons to meet the Chinese thereat was made on many 

occasions as such, seminar conducted by Indian Parliamentary and Scientific Community 

to access the implication of Chinese growing missile delivery capability for Indian 

national security. The survey by the Indian Institute of Public Opinion projected a 

growing high threat perception about China's nuclear and missile capabilities among 

Indian publics. 

 As in 1965, New Delhi was subjected to China's verbal warning during third 

Indo-Pak war, it did not intervene militarily but did gave a moral and material support to 

Pakistan during the 1971 war. This certainly increased India's threat perception, since the 

memory of the 1962 defeat was still fresh there was some apprehension about what 

Beijing might do. The final Indian invasion of East Bengal was delayed until the winter 

season, though there was no prospect of a ground attack by China across the frozen 

Himalayas (Cohen, 2001, p. 136). In the words of John Garver, "in this high stakes card 

game India was the only player without nuclear weapons" (Garver,2001, p.322). This fact 

might have remained in Indira Gandhi's mind when she gave approval for nuclear test in 
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1971. Another important event which had immense impact on India's sense of security on 

the subcontinent as in 1972, when China deployed its first nuclear capable missile DF-3 

with a range of 1250km, long enough to reach India
18

 it represented the first modern 

missile threat to all cities in India from its neighbour. Indian security vis-a-vis China was 

reduced significantly by this new development as deployment of modern intermediate 

range missile was pivotal which enabled China to immediately and easily threaten India. 

Following these events chronologically Prof. Chakma rightly points out that the 1974 

PNE was a culmination of India's search for a nuclear strategy against a growing nuclear 

security dilemma precipitated by the Chinese nuclear weapon programme (Chakma, 

2005, p. 208).   

 Apart boarder dispute, Chinese nuclear cooperation with Pakistan continued to 

constrain Sino-India relation, in fact Raj Menon hinted that the 1983 nuclear test at 

Chinese Lop Nor test site was actually a Pakistani test (Menon 2000, pp. 95-97). In 1986 

tension mounted between India and China when North-eastern Frontier Agency was 

made a state of Arunachal Pradesh of the Indian union. China protested this Indian move 

as large part of the Chinese claimed territory lies in Arunachal Pradesh and demanded 

concession. Parallel to Brasstacks, India began exercise "Chequerboard" on the north 

eastern Himalayan border with China, there was also a Chinese intrusion at Sumdorong 

Chu at the India- Bhutan -Arunachal Pradesh junction near Thagla Ridge.(Cohen 

2001,p.148) This led to large deployments of armed force on both sides of the border 

which brought China and India to the verge of war.  

 The structural change that came with the end of cold war in the international 

system in 1990's intensified India‘s security concerns. China growing alliance with 

Pakistan aggravated India's strategic anxiety. The magnitude and level of Sino- Pak 

relations and its implication for Indian security was a grave concern for India as it 

perceived threat not only from China Pakistan alliance to counter balance India but also 

from China's effort to provide Pakistan with nuclear know how to produce bomb.
19

 

Beijing's has actively helped Islamabad by providing it with a test designed of a nuclear 

warhead, M-9 and M-11ballistic missile, fissile material, nuclear plants, missile 

components and ring magnet for enriched uranium (Newstime, 27 June 2002). To add up 

in 1993 and again in 1995, China conducted a series of nuclear tests and installed of CSS-
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5s medium range missiles in Tibet, with a range of about 1,333 miles, which was seen as 

targeting India (Indian Express, July 11, 1997). This development, contributed to 

intensify the existing South Asian security dilemma substantially from the Indian point of 

view. In such a circumstance, India had to pursue an independent and self-reliant defence 

posture that involved nuclear weapons. 

 It is against this background India demonstrated its Shakti (strength). India 

became a self declared nuclear weapon state after testing five nuclear devices during May 

11-13, 1998 in the Pokhran range. The rationale behind the test can be determined from 

the letter by Prime Minister Vajpayee to President Bill Clinton following India‘s nuclear 

tests in May 1998, in which he clearly cites China without mentioning the overt nuclear 

state. He wrote about the complexities involved in the deteriorating security environment, 

especially the nuclear environment faced by India and the compulsions of circumstances 

confronting India to make overt its nuclear capabilities.
20

  

 In addition to Vajpayee‘s letter, India‘s Defence Minister, George Fernandes 

made a series of public comments about China being India‘s "number one threat" and 

explicitly mentioned as the motivation for developing nuclear weapons (Perkovich, 1999, 

p. 415). China strongly reacted when PM Vajpayee's letter to President Clinton was 

leaked. The Chinese President, Jiang Zemin stated that the rationale behind India's 

nuclear test was to establish hegemony in South Asia.  China was more upset about being 

labelled as the primary motivation for India developing a nuclear capacity than at the 

tests themselves.    

 The overt nuclearisation of India has not decreased its security perception with 

regard to China as it is evident from the incidents that followed in the post-Pokhran era. 

First, India's nuclear status has not deterred China infact it refuses to recognise India as a 

nuclear state. A sort of 'cold war' rivalry between the two nuclear neighbours continues to 

effect its relations. China's rapid modernisation of its nuclear arsenal and deployment of 

new advance strategic weapon has infact increased Indian apprehension. Eminent 

strategist B. Chellaney in 2000 pointed how China is conducting massive expansion of its 

missile capabilities and one of its new missiles the Dongfeng (DF) has the capability to 
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target any part of India.  China is the only state among the five nuclear powers who is 

conducting massive modernisation of its nuclear arsenal and deploying its nuclear fore 

 Second, China has mostly resolved its border dispute with its neighbour except 

India, which is seen as a strategy to keep India engaged. No solution to the border dispute 

between India China seems possible in immediate future.  Reports of Chinese intrusions 

across the Sino-Indian border keep appearing time and again. China's growing claims 

along the LAC has enhanced India's concern about its territorial integrity. Moreover 

China is already in control of 35,000 Km of Aksai Chin in the west and further claims 

Arunachal Pradesh in the east referring to it as "Southern Tibet",
21

 In 2003 Chinese troop 

incursions into Arunachal Pradesh were reported by the Times of India as ‗Arunachal is 

Not a Part of India: Beijing‘s Difference of Perception.‘
22

 Political analysts viewed it as 

per acute development, especially in light of Vajpayee‘s China visit. Even though China 

has resolved most of its border disputes with other countries, it is hesitant to move ahead 

with India on border issues. Regardless of continuous talk between the two countries no 

substantive results have been seen. The territorial dispute of unresolved boundaries is the 

most important issue that, from an Indian perspective, has hurt the Sino-Indian 

relationship the most. Further the rapid expansion and modernization of China‘s transport 

infrastructure across the border has accelerated India‘s concern and India is bound to 

respond to China‘s build-up of infrastructure. 

 Third, China has been pursuing the policy of containing India and further tries to 

balance India by forging strategic alliance with immediate Indian neighbours by 

providing military assistance and investing in developmental projects. To a certain extent 

it had been successful in encircling India "with Pakistan in the West, Tibet in the north 

and Bangladesh and Myanmar in the east." (Karnad, 2008, p. 135) Former Chief of the 

Indian Navy Admiral Arun Prakash writes that China has created ‗right around us what 

are best described as "weapon client states‘: Bangladesh, Myanmar, Sri Lanka, Saudi 

Arabia, Iran and Pakistan" (Indian Express, 2007).
 
The annual Ministry of Defence 

reports from 1998 to 2007 expressed concern about China‘s rising defence budget, its 

aggressive posture and military build-up in Tibet and along the Indian border, and the 

strengthening of its strategic strike force. 
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 Rumel Dahiya and Ashok Behuria perceive that the progress between China and 

India is too little and too slow. Some Indian analysts have argued that China has become 

less interested in resolving the boundary dispute and has recently become more assertive 

about its claims on Arunachal Pradesh, and particularly Tawang. They argue that China is 

uncomfortable with a rising India as a connection can be seen between the cementing of 

India-US relationship in 2005 and the hardening of China‘s position on Tawang and 

Arunachal Pradesh. 

 They support their argument by citing China's strong objection to Prime Minister 

Manmohan Singh's visit to the disputed territory Tawang in Arunachal Pradesh. China 

condemned India for giving permission to Dalai Lama to visit Tawang, In June 2009 

China objected the approval of the loan for the project in Arunachal Pradesh by Asian 

Development Bank. Furthermore during Chinese President Hu Jintao's visit to India in 

2006, Chinese Ambassador went to the extent of directly calming Arunachal Pradesh as 

part of China. All this indicate China's strong resentment against India (Dahiya & 

Behuria, 2012, p. 60). The Chinese stand on India's aspiration to become a member of 

Nuclear Supplier Group (NSG) is quite alarming. China explicitly stated on 1st 

November 2016 that it does not support India's bid for NSG membership until general 

rules are formulated to include other non members of NPT. This clearly indicated that 

China is keen to include Pakistan joining the group if India makes it to NSG and for this 

reason China prefers to wait for until conducive situation is created to facilitate Pakistan 

entry.
23

 

5.3 PAKISTAN’S NUCLEAR POLICY  

The 1998 Indian nuclear tests followed by Pakistani nuclear test shook the Indian sub-

continent as a result the tests made the world and in particular South Asia more 

dangerous place. The Pakistan nuclear program was more as an equalizer in context of its 

traditionally inherent hostile relationship with India.  Since Pakistan nuclear postures and 

policy was India reactive, not surprisingly it followed the suit when India decided to go 

nuclear. However the bitter sour relationship between the two neighbour has a long 

history. The 1947 partition of British India into two independent states of India and 

Pakistan was the base of the hostile relationship which shaped the security environment 
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of South Asia. The mass migrations across the borders resulted in deaths of thousands of 

people which have a deep impact till today. The difference in divided economy and 

military asset and disputed territories especially Kashmir has been the bone of 

contentions between India and Pakistan which led then to war in 1948. 

Akhtar Ali considers security and prestige as the motives behind Pakistan's quest for 

nuclear weapons, however India as a threat to Pakistan national security and its nuclear 

activities have moulded the Pakistan nuclear programme from civilian to military 

oriented.  Pakistan nuclear programme commenced in 1954. The program was a civilian 

and peaceful program for much of its early history. With technical aid from the U.S. 

Atom for Peace program
24

 and following extremely successful public exhibitions of 

nuclear power, the Pakistani nuclear program evolved gradually over the next decade 

(Abraham, 2009, p. 5).  In Weiss opinion, initially Pakistan seemed to have been seeking 

only civilian nuclear capabilities. Its civilian nuclear programme began with participation 

in the US Atoms for Peace initiative. Indeed it was not until after the Eisenhower 

administration launched its "Atoms for Peace" programme in December 1953 that 

Pakistan‘s leadership sought to develop a small nuclear research programme (Weiss, 

2003, pp. 34-44). By October 19, 1954, while announcing the establishment of an Atomic 

Energy Research Organization, the Minister for Industries, Abdul Qayyum Khan said that 

without delay Pakistan will embark on nuclear research and development of nuclear 

energy for civilian purpose considering the enormous progress other states are making by 

utilizing nuclear energy. In 1956 Pakistan Atomic Energy Commission (PAEC) entrust 

with responsibility of establishing research institute for peaceful use of nuclear energy. 

 Until 1960's Pakistan failed to undertake necessary measures to establish a 

nuclear infrastructure due to administrative, financial constraints, poor training facility, 

and shortage of skilled manpower. It was inconceivable in the absence of trained 

scientists, engineers and technicians to pursue nuclear energy and nuclear programme. 

Moreover the instable political environment with frequently changing government with 

seven Prime Minister in eleven years delayed nuclear development in Pakistan. 

Along with Atom for Peace project India bagged nuclear agreement with Canada who 

helped  India with 40 mw Canada-India Reactor (CIR) which proved to be a turning point 

in South Asian nuclear proliferation. PAEC considered it to be a significant breakthrough 
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for India and became increasingly apprehensive when India completed the reprocessing 

plant. Pakistan expressed its concern to Canada over the fact that India would use CIR for 

nuclear production which indeed came true when India tested in 1974.  

 By the early 1960s, India, by vigorous indigenous efforts and with considerable 

foreign assistance, made substantial progress in building a formidable nuclear 

infrastructure. More importantly, it had established a technological base, which could 

allow India to begin a nuclear weapons programme or at least a nuclear explosives 

project if they needed. As a matter of fact, India launched its nuclear explosive project in 

1965 after Chinese nuclear test and India's growing interest in nuclear option was a great 

concern to Pakistan.  This perception was further accentuated when Indians began to 

debate whether it was necessary to build nuclear weapons to counter China.
25

 Indian chief 

nuclear scientist Homi Bhabha's assertion that India could detonate a nuclear device in 

eighteen months sparked enormous concern in Pakistan. 

 In 1965 the seed for future India -Pakistan nuclear confrontation was sown as the 

fear that India's nuclear weapon programme would alter the balance of power drove 

Pakistan to initiate the second war against rival India. Within Eighteen years of partition, 

India and Pakistan fought their second war over disputed Kashmir territory in 1965. The 

Pakistan trained guerrillas tried to seize Kashmir -Pakistan's Operation Gibraltar, 

infiltrated Pakistani military into Jammu and Kashmir to force an international resolution 

over the disputed territory, and to persuade local Kashmiri people to rise up against an 

unfavourable Indian rule. However the Indians successfully curbed the infiltrators and 

held territory heretofore occupied by Pakistan. Following an Indian victory, the war 

ended with a cease-fire called by United Nation which was formalised at the Soviet-

mediated Tashkent meeting in January 1966. 

  For Pakistan, the traditional notion of its conventional military inferiority vis-a-

vis India was revisited by this conflict. Pakistan's military was incapable of regaining 

control of Kashmir. Pakistan's membership in Western defence alliances, such as the 

Southeast Asia Treaty Organisation (SEATO) and the Central Treaty Organisation 

(CENTO) proved to be of no use in its war against India. The Primary motive of Pakistan 

to join US sponsored defence alliance was to counter India's security threat (Mahmood, 

1995, p. 6). 
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 Its immediate impact was to reduce reliance on the US for Pakistan's national 

security. Pakistan slowly drifted away from SEATO and finally withdrew from it in 

September 1972, although it remained in CENTO. Being disillusioned with the US, 

Pakistan cultivated closer relationship with Beijing(Chakma, 2002, p. 882).  Bhutto 

argued that a defence against India was needed, and the desire for the bomb would allow 

Pakistan ―to walk tall‖ in the international arena and enhance its security.
26

 

 Pakistan had signed the Partial Test Ban Treaty (PTBT) in 1963 but it is unclear 

27
why it did not ratify the treaty, however this can be seen as the first divergence from the 

path of nuclear non-proliferation. Though Pakistan played a constructive role during the 

NPT negotiation and considered it as an initial step to eliminate nuclear weapon. It had 

actively participated in all the efforts made to control the proliferation of nuclear 

weapons and also took some initiative in this regard.
28

 But Indian refusal to sign the 

Treaty created dilemma for Pakistan, it was apprehensive about India- later the, Pokhran I 

of 1974- confirmed Pakistan's suspicions, even though voted for the treaty, Pakistan 

decided not to sign the treaty until India does so. The only possible reason might have 

been that it was a clear manifestation of Pakistan‘s growing concern over India's nuclear 

potential and decided to retain the option to develop nuclear weapon.   

 Several events in 1970's motivated Pakistan's nuclear programme. The first was 

the Pakistan's defeat in 1971 war with India which led to the creations of a new country 

Bangladesh. The event force Pakistan to reassess its security policy, infact it motivated 

political decision to embark on nuclear weapon program to deter India. The second 

development was the Indian nuclear explosion in 1974 which reinforced Pakistan 

decisions to acquire nuclear deterrence capacity as the earliest. 

 It was not until Zulfikar Ali Bhutto came to power in mid- December 1971, that a 

rigorous effort was made towards developing a nuclear weapons program following the 

loss of East Pakistan. Due to political dissent and overall ill-treatment of East Pakistanis 

following the 1971 elections in Pakistan, a civil war was ignited. By early December a 

military conflict eventually ensued due to Indian interference in Pakistani affairs. While 

India provided financial support to assist the Mukti Bahini Bengali Liberation Movement, 

Pakistan felt that such efforts was to weaken or dismember Pakistan as it suffered a great 

loss when East Pakistan became an independent nation, Bangladesh, as a result, an 
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environment of distrust ignited years of endless animosity between two adversaries 

(Shazia Rana, pp. 15-16). Pakistanis extracted bitter lessons from that defeat. First, they 

concluded that, India's target was either to destroy Pakistan or force it to rejoin India and 

establish Akhand Bharat (undivided India). Second, Pakistan could never match India's 

conventional military superiority which was evident from the three consecutive defeat it 

faced since 1948. The consequent break-up of Pakistan induced a deep sense of insecurity 

in the minds of the Pakistani decision-making and political elite. As a consequence an era 

of 'new defence thinking' began in Pakistan, which was a direct stimulus to the Pakistan 

nuclear development. Mr. Bhutto immediately after becoming president took initiatives to 

build nuclear force which indicated a new policy direction. Bhutto was motivated by a 

desire for Pakistan to deal with India's conventional military advantage and demonstrate a 

capability to build its own bomb Bhutto personally took charge of Division of Nuclear 

Energy Affairs and rendered the activities of the PACE more secretly, as the M.A Khan 

new PACE chief who replaced I. H Usmani was answerable to PM only. A separate 

Ministry of Science, Technology and Production were set up. 

 Pakistan's quest for nuclear weapons was further spurred by India‘s nuclear 

explosion in 1974. Though India claimed it to be a 'Peaceful Nuclear Explosion' (PNE) 

with no military implications
29

 it left a lasting psychological impact on Pakistan. 

However the test demonstrated that India was capable to develop nuclear weapons if it 

wished to. This also strengthened the resolve of Pakistan's leadership to counter the 

emerging Indian nuclear threat by developing atomic bomb of its own. Following day 

Pakistan's Prime Minister Z.A Bhutto declared India's nuclear explosion to be a fateful 

development and threatening as well and declared that Pakistan was determined not to be 

intimidated. On May 22, PM Gandhi wrote a letter to Bhutto assuring that India remains 

committed to the "policy of developing nuclear energy entirely for peaceful purpose and 

the explosion had no military, political foreign policy implications".
30

 Bhutto responded 

with a letter saying that "it is a question not only of intentions but of capabilities".
31

 

 Pakistan reinforced its nuclear weapon programme as it has used both the 

plutonium and uranium routes to acquiring nuclear capability. Pakistani scientists started 

to lay the groundwork for the development of a covert military nuclear program that 

sought to obtain a plutonium reprocessing plant from France. The reprocessing plant by 
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separating fissionable plutonium from the spent reactor fuel could facilitate Pakistan in 

launching on a nuclear weapon programme, this caused anxiety in USA, on the ground 

that Pakistan might redirect the plant to acquire nuclear weapon capability. However 

France succumbed to the US pressure in 1979 and unilaterally backed out from the deal. 

 General Zia-ul-Haq‘s government, who took over the Pakistan Government 

through a military coup in July 1977, opted for the uranium route in the late 1970s. Zia-

ul-Haq's regime was completely successful in its clandestine efforts to secure classified 

designed of a centrifuge-based uranium enrichment plant and in obtaining a number of 

critical sub-system, components and materials.
32

 However a great leap forward  was 

when AEC was able to illicitly  secure Dutch blueprint of an ultracentrifuge for uranium 

enrichment through A.Q. Khan, who had worked at an enrichment plant in the 

Netherlands, made use of his Dutch connection to procure various sensitive materials and 

equipments from European and North American sources. Upon adoption of the uranium 

enrichment method, it appeared more promising compared to plutonium approach in 

Pakistan's quest for nuclear weapons capability. This signified the urgency that Islamabad 

felt to acquire nuclear weapons. At this stage, Pakistan began to explore aggressively new 

means of acquiring nuclear raw materials primarily uranium (Chakma, 2002). 

 The two incidents in particular had a great implication on Pakistan's nuclear 

programme in 1980's. First there were a rumour of an Indian pre-emptive strike on 

Pakistan's nuclear installations at Kahuta and the small reprocessing facility at 

PINSTECH in Rawalpindi, which reinforced Pakistan's determination and accelerated its 

efforts to acquire a nuclear retaliatory capability that would prevent India from 

undertaking such a strike, in particular, geared up its clandestine uranium enrichment 

programme. By 1982, it had enough centrifuges to produce enriched uranium for six 

nuclear weapons annually (Hart, 1982, p. 134). 

  Second, an Indian military exercise along the Pakistani border in 1986-1987, 

further solidified Pakistan's defence posture. Between December 1986 and March 1987, 

the Indian armed forces conducted a series of military exercises, the biggest in Indian 

history, codenamed Brasstacks. The exercises, conducted in the Rajasthan desert along 

the Indo-Pakistani border, set off alarm bells in Islamabad, as a counter measure, the 

Pakistani armed forces announced their own plan of winter military exercises in 
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November and December, codenamed Saf-e-Shikan (later renamed as Sledge Hammer) 

and moved its force in the direction of India's then troubled Punjab. Military tension 

between the two countries soon intensified substantially, almost to the brink of another 

major war. The crisis was formally defused when President Zia-ul-Haq flew to India to 

attend an India-Pakistan cricket match. However Brasstacks lead to the weaponization of 

both countries' nuclear programme.
33

 After taking the office as President of the United 

States, Jimmy Carter invoked the Glenn-Symington Amendment
34

and suspended 

economic and military aid to Pakistan for its suspected development of nuclear weapons 

in January 1979. However Soviet invasion of Afghanistan dramatically changed this 

course, Pakistan's geopolitical importance as a frontline state became invaluable to the 

US, in an attempt to contain the expansion of Soviet power and influence in South Asia. 

In 1981, the Reagan administration began to provide substantial amounts of economic 

and military assistance to Pakistan. However, Pressler Amendment Act of 1985
35

 

suggested that the U.S. policy of seeking to contain the Soviet Union was proceeding at 

the expense of nuclear non-proliferation objectives. 

 Both Presidents Reagan and Bush (senior) administration continued to provide 

military aid to Pakistan until 1989, on the grounds that it would be conducive to 

enhancing the security of Pakistan and thereby reduce the incentive for that country to go 

nuclear. While Washington turned a blind eye to Islamabad‘s nuclear programme, 

Pakistan steadily proceeded with the development of nuclear weapons as armed conflict 

against Soviet troops continued in Afghanistan. Pakistani scientists working at Kahuta 

prepared a number of nuclear designs and cold tested them‘ in 1983-84. In 1985, Pakistan 

began to produce weapons-grade enriched uranium and was "ready to go for a hard test" 

(Bakhtiar and Abbas 1998). On the domestic front after President Zia death on a plane 

crash while returning from U.S. Pakistan moved towards a long waited election, in 

November 1988, Benazir Bhutto's Pakistan People‘s Party (PPP) formed the minority 

government. She inherited a nuclear weapon program controlled by an army that was 

likely to resist any effort to constrain it. However US State Department reported about 

Pakistan's clandestine procurement of nuclear technology and material from private 

westerns firms. Incidentally, this was also the time when Pakistan obtained blueprints for 

nuclear warheads from China. Since June 1976 Pakistan concluded a secret agreement 
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with China for collaboration in nuclear weapon technology. Thereafter, China played a 

very active role in helping build up Pakistan's nuclear and missile capabilities, as the 

invasion of Afghanistan had brought Pakistan and China even closer and helped foster a 

common Sino-Pakistani interest to drive the Soviet force out of Afghanistan.  

 By 1989 Soviet forces completely withdrew from Afghanistan, which had a great 

implication on US-Pakistan relations, a year later in 1990 Washington ceased assistance 

applying the Pressler Amendment. President Bush (senior) could not certify to the US 

Congress that Pakistan was not manufacturing a nuclear explosive device, which led to 

the complete suspension of aid. Pakistan had allegedly been fabricating enriched uranium 

metal strips needed for the production of nuclear explosive devices which was then 

overlooked when US needed Pakistan to counter Soviet. The Pakistani felt betrayed and 

abandoned by US, such outcome facilitated a Pakistani reassessment of the country's 

dependence on external powers for its own security and eventually provoked Pakistan to 

expedite its nuclear programme (Chakma, 2002, p. 897). Despite claims to the contrary, 

Pakistan did not cease uranium enrichment in the aftermath of the US sanctions imposed 

in October 1990. However by that time Pakistan was developing its weapon delivery 

capability by producing various missile systems, initially from China, and later from 

North Korea.
36

 Consequently, by 1998, Pakistan was credited with the ability to produce 

at least 15-20 nuclear weapons.
37

 

 Until early 1990, Pakistan pursued a two- track policy. On one hand, it 

systematically sought to develop a clandestine nuclear weapon capability, and on the 

other hand it systematically put forward variety of proposal for regional denuclearizaion 

which gave it the moral high grounds against India. The proposal included mutual 

bilateral inspections of each other's facilities, third party verification, the conclusion of a 

bilateral treaty to give up nuclear weapon, mutual and simultaneous signature of the NPT, 

and the establishment of South Asian nuclear weapon free zone (NWFZ) (Praful Bidwai, 

Achin Vanaik, 1999, pp. 216-217).  

  After the end of cold war era, Pakistan faced a dilemma whether to pursue a 

military nuclear programme against extreme international pressure to roll back its nuclear 

programme or continue with the program and face the consequence of economic 

sanctions from US. While coping with this dilemma the Kashmir dispute in 1990- 
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Pakistani involvement in the Kashmir insurrection- brought India and Pakistan very 

closer to a third war.  Pakistan used a putative nuclear capability as an umbrella to protect 

its assistance to the Kashmiris
38

. During this crisis, Pakistan was suspected to have 

assembled a 'crude nuclear device' which it was ready to use in the wake of the war. India 

also reportedly prepared itself to counter a Pakistani nuclear attack if war occurred. This 

incident was an evident that Pakistan was determined to possess nuclear weapons. 

Moreover, the Pakistani dilemma ended here, the outcome of the crisis reassured 

Pakistani leadership that with nuclear weapons, Pakistan could prevent the possibility of 

an Indian conventional or nuclear attack in future. It even would be able to avoid a 

possible Indian nuclear blackmail. It paved the way for Pakistan's reliance on nuclear 

weapons for its security. (Chakma, 2002, pp. 903-906). 

 Stephen Cohen points out that the important consequences of the 1990 crisis was 

that the other state began to look carefully at India-Pakistan as 'war-and crisis-prone 

states' who were suspected to possess nuclear weapon. This became evident in 1998 

when the two states exploded their nuclear weapon with a total 11 test that shook the sub-

continent followed with the Kargil crisis in 1999, the first incident after overt 

nuclearization of India-Pakistan. Pakistan defence posture gradually hinged upon nuclear 

weapon, in August 1994 PM Sharif in public meeting disclosed that Pakistan possesses 

atomic bomb. This revelation came in the wake of Clinton Administration's major nuclear 

non-proliferation initiative for South Asia to 'cap, reduce, and roll back' India and 

Pakistan's nuclear programmes. In 1996 Islamabad linked its position on the 

Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) to India's position. In Pakistan's view, without 

India's signature on the CTBT, its own signing of the treaty would be suicidal in view of 

India's superior conventional and nuclear capabilities. Pakistan's decision not to sign the 

CTBT was also influenced by India's 'near nuclear test' incident in late 1995, as US 

agencies had detected India's preparation of the Pokhran test site for a nuclear device 

explosion. In response to India's test preparations, Pakistan also undertook preparation for 

a nuclear test. US satellite photos reportedly revealed evidence of Pakistan's preparation 

for nuclear test at the Chagai test site, though Pakistan dismissed the report as speculation 

(Chakma, 2002, p. 909). 
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  Just two weeks later after India's nuclear test- Pokhran II, Pakistan, as expected 

responded to India's five test by detonating six nuclear device near Chagai in Baluchistan 

on 28 and 30 May 1998. It was a political decision that Pakistan took to conduct its 

nuclear tests while ignoring all pressure from the world. According to Rodney Jones, 

nuclear weapon was seen in Pakistan as a source to strengthen its security (Jones, 1997, 

p.212). However, the overt nuclearisation by the two unfriendly neighbours in South Asia 

ended the long held ambiguity by India and Pakistan. 

 

5.4 INDIA’S SECURITY PERCEPTIONS ABOUT PAKISTAN 

 India's relations with Pakistan has seen more low than high points since the 

descend of the erstwhile British Empire in 1947, which divided this natural geo-political 

region into two major states with a congenital conflictual relationship that hovers like a 

spectre on the Indian subcontinent. Mistrust between India and Pakistan has its roots in 

the historical legacy. The very establishment of Pakistan was resented by many Indian 

leaders like the then President of Indian National Congress J. P Kripalani had warned that 

India had not given up its claim of a united India and later after independence, Home 

Minister Sardar Vallabhai Patel had said that sooner or later the people of India and 

Pakistan shall be united to become one country as it was before. On the Indian 

interpretation Jinnah's vanity, short sightedness, and religious ardour were the main 

attributes for united India. India considered partition to be unnecessary and tragic but it 

was essentially complete. Pakistan on the other hand felt that the Indian are un-reconciled 

to the division of the sub-continent and favours reunification with force. Pakistan 

considered partition as inevitable and necessary but it was fundamentally incomplete 

mainly because a Muslim majority state, Kashmir remained with India.
39

 

  Kashmir has been the bone of contention between the newly formed states, 

locked into a rivalry emanating out of the struggle to control Kashmir. The conflict over 

Kashmir involved both territory and the national identities of India and Pakistan. For 

India, the state of Jammu and Kashmir, which is multi-religious but predominantly 

Muslim, is a central pillar of the secular Indian nation-state.
40

 For Pakistan Kashmir 

should be putative part of Muslim state in South Asia. As a consequent two neighbours 

have fought three wars in 1947-48, 1965 and 1999 and twice in 1990 and 2001-2002 
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border dispute have threatened to escalate into nuclear conflict. India has a volatile border 

with Pakistan and is wrestling with Pakistan sponsored terrorism in Kashmir. 

 Kashmir was the central objective of the first two India-Pakistan wars in 1948 and 

1965. In 1947 with Pakistani military arm support the Pathan tribesmen from North 

Western Frontier mounted an invasion of J&K that alarmed Maharaja Hari Singh who 

asked for an Indian  intervention to stop the raiding tribesmen from taking Srinagar 

(Ganguli, 2002, pp. 16-17). 

Along with the request for Indian help, he signed the Instrument of Accession of Kashmir 

to Indian Union, on Prime Minister Nehru‘s promise of Indian troops to suppress an 

uprising. Later the issue was referred to United Nations and on December 1948 a cease 

fire was accepted by both the states. The important significance of Indo-Pak War were, 

first was the division of the J&K state between India and Pakistan, the second was the 

internecine struggle for its control that viles relations between the two countries till today 

and the third, was consistent Pakistani policy of claiming popular discontent in Indian 

Kashmir and using non-military personnel with crucial support from the Pakistani 

military to change the status quo (Sinha, 2008, p. 66). 

 In between India felt direct threat when US and Pakistan signed Mutual Defence 

Agreement on May 19, 1954 as President Eisenhower gave extended military assistance 

Pakistan. The growing Pak-US military alliance especially the South East Asia Treaty 

Organisation (SEATO) and Central Treaty Organisation (CENTO)
41

 was seen by India as 

a dangerous pursuit aimed at attaining parity with India. P.M Nehru amplified his 

concern in a letter to his Chief Minister in which he argued that U.S aid would change the 

balance of power in the region and exacerbate threats against India. As the U.S 

Government clearly did not understand Pakistan's intention and badly underestimated the 

possibility that Pakistan officials were playing on U.S anticommunist policy to establish a 

security relationship aimed at rivaling India (Perkovich, 2002, pp. 23-25). Meanwhile in 

1956 the China and Pakistan had started exchanging good friendly atmosphere as China‘s 

stance on Kashmir was never against the Pakistani aspirations. In the wake of India's 

deteriorating relation with China followed up with relatively poor performance in border 

war in 1962, Pakistan was encouraged to attempt another military venture in 1965. The 

spectre of the two front wars raised its head for the first time and it also opened a new 
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chapter in the India-Pakistan relations, with China as a new power centre (Nayar, Paul, 

2003, p. 80). 

 In order to balance Kennedy's tilt towards India, who thought of India as a key 

factor in South Asia and the growing tension between itself and United States. Pakistan 

responded by tilting towards China and started enhancing its friendship with China. 

In1961, Pakistan voted for People‘s Republic of China (PRC) into the United Nations and 

publicly votes in favour of pro-PRC positions on Tibet and Taiwan.
42

In December 1962, 

China and Pakistan announced an agreement provisionally demarcating their border and 

negotiated a border agreement in Kashmir by early 1964, during Foreign Minister Bhutto 

visit to Beijing he signed the border agreement with China, this agreement angered the 

Indian leadership, which was still reeling from the effects of the 1962 border war 

following this was another major development which came as a shock to India was 

Chinese nuclear test in October 16, 1964. The alarmed India was concerned over 

developing warmth in Chinese-Pakistani relation and relatively felt threatened by Nuclear 

China. 

 The second war between India and Pakistan began on August 5, 1965 with a plan 

code named Operation Gibraltar, when Pakistan infiltrated several thousand guerrillas in 

a hope to spark an uprising by Muslims (discontented Kashmiris) in the Kashmir valley. 

Followed by Operation Grand Slam, the second part of the plan was to cut off Kashmir 

from India. It is believed that Bhutto thought that the time was now or never to solve the 

Kashmir issue in Pakistan's favour. After ten days of fighting the 1965 war ended in a 

stalemate. The war followed by the Tashkent Declaration on 10th January 1966,
43

 Soviet 

Union initiated a peace agreement between India and Pakistan and called for both side to 

withdraw their forces to their prior held position. However the security threat from  

aggressive Pakistan who fails to recognize the legal accession of Kashmir with India was 

evident, its constant support for terrorist in Kashmir and liberation of Indian Kashmiris is 

seen in New Delhi as a coercive measure by Pakistan to get hold of Kashmir by any 

means, to add to these the Chinese came to Pakistani rescue with arms transfers as well as 

by rattling India's Northern frontier with troop movements and threats and strident vocal 

support for Pakistan in international forum (Sinha 2007, p.  86-89). The Central 

Intelligence Agency memorandum while describing the series of stealthy reports 
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stipulated a possible secretive China Pakistan mutual defence agreements. This added up 

to India's increasing security perceptions at the possibility of a two front assault by China 

and Pakistan, particularly as a durable military partnership had developed between the 

two countries. Actually, from 1966 to 1980, China gave more than US$630 million to 

Pakistan's conventional arms development, which represented about 33% of aggregate 

arms provided to Pakistan from outer sources amid this period. By 1982, more than 65 

percent of the hardware in Pakistan's air based armed forces and 75 percent of the 

equipments in its tank divisions came from China (Zhiyong, 2009, p. 158). The transfer 

of missile and nuclear technology from China to Pakistan added to a deterioration of the 

security condition of India.   

 In 1971 East Pakistan came forth as a sovereign state due to the arrogant and 

unjustifiable treatment by West Pakistan. It was a Bangladesh Liberation War for 

Bengalis in West Pakistan. Operation Searchlight declared by President Yahya on March 

25, 1971 was a military break down against the hard-headed Bengalis, with the intentions 

to take the land and not the people of East Pakistan. This brought about a huge number of 

refugees spilling into India, Mrs Gandhi made an attempt to draw the world's attention to 

the humanitarian crisis in East Pakistan and the enormous deluge of displaced person in 

India. India over and over requested that the Pakistani Government to stop from its 

destructive activities and check their conduct before the Indian armed force was sent in. 

In response to Indian support for Bengali dissidents, West Pakistan conducted airstrikes 

on Indian airfield on December 3, 1971 code-named as Operation Chengiz Khan. Mrs. 

Gandhi drove the Indian military to triumph over Pakistan after an eight month build-up. 

Indian force pulverized an outnumbered Pakistan Army unforeseen in East Pakistan and 

the war successfully ended after the Eastern Command of the Pakistani Armed Forces 

marked the Instrument of Surrender, on December 16, 1971. The war had been 

devastation for Pakistan, which had lost the greater part its populace and territory. The 

fall of East Pakistan prepared for 1972 Simla Accord between India and Pakistan. The 

agreement set out the standards to oversee their future relations. It bound the two states to 

settle their disparities by peaceful means through reciprocal arrangements. The agreement 

additionally changed over the 1949 UN cease fire line to a legal international Line of 
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Control between Pakistan and India until the point when future negotiations could yield a 

solution, anyway it didn't influence the status of the disputed areas (Kamal, 2013, p. 27). 

 As in 1965, India was verbally warned by China in the 1971 war. Since the 

memory of the 1962 defeat was still fresh there was some apprehension about what 

Beijing might do. The final Indian invasion of East Bengal was delay until the winter 

season as the prospect of a ground attack by China across the frozen Himalayas was 

minimal (Cohen, 2001, p. 136). However, far more disturbing to the India were the 

movements of the U.S aircraft carrier USS Enterprise- a show of force- the ship that 

skirted the southern edge of the Bay of Bengal which had a profound impact on Indian 

security thinking and found it to be offensive. Throughout this turmoil, the United States 

remained protective of its Pakistani ally. Perkovich cites Kissinger who explained that the 

carrier group was deployed "ostensibly for the evacuation of Americans, but in reality to 

give emphasis to our warnings against an attack on West Pakistan...we also wanted to 

have forces in place in case the Soviet Union pressured China"(Perkovich, 1999, p. 164). 

The Indian perception of threat from Pakistan has also inextricably related to the Indian 

assessment of the extent of external support Pakistan could obtained at any particular 

point of time to deter India.   

 1974 is the year of India's first nuclear test which was termed as a "Peaceful 

Nuclear Explosion" with no military connotations. India became the first nuclear regional 

power in the Sub-continent. The Indian nuclear strength subvert Pakistan' defence and 

forced them for equal response. In Indian account it is Pakistan's defeat in Bangladesh 

war of 1971 alone and not India's development of nuclear capability that triggered 

Pakistan's nuclear proliferation. Pakistan's determination to acquire nuclear weapons was 

evident from a secret January 1972 meeting convened by Bhutto to launch the Pakistani 

nuclear weapon program. Pakistan was willing to" eat grass" to acquire nuclear parity. It 

is important to mention that Indian nuclear test was still two years away. Bhutto was 

motivated first by a desire for Pakistan to deal with India's conventional military 

advantage and demonstrate a capability to build its own bomb. Second, as a civilian 

leader he saw nuclear program as a way of trumping the political power of the Pakistani 

army, instead the program fell under the control of the military which was consequently 

emboldened both against India and against Bhutto. Third, Bhutto's ambition for the first 



158 
 

Islamic world's atomic bomb was driven by a desire to bring back hope to a disheartened 

country after it was defeated in the 1971 war. It was India who had no choice but to react 

to Pakistan's proliferation and build up a nuclear arsenal to protect its security interest 

(Frey, 2006, p. 81).  

 The backlash of Bangladesh war had serious consequences for Indian security. In 

1975 Pakistan accelerated its drive to acquire its nuclear weapon capability which New 

Delhi perceives it with the sole purpose of using against it, India immediately reacted 

with outrage to the American offer of military sale to Pakistan as US state Department 

announced that Pakistan was eligible to buy up to $100 million in conventional arm. Mrs. 

Gandhi declared that the renewed arms sale policy amounted "to reopening of old 

wounds."
44

  Following year, growing Indian uneasiness and security concern can be 

rationalised from certain incidents that followed as Pakistan concluded a secret 

agreement with China for collaboration in nuclear weapon technology. By 1977-1978 

Indian officials also detected Pakistan' clandestine procurement effort in the United 

Kingdom and Germany and concluded that a bomb making effort was well underway. In 

1979 Pakistan loomed as a most real threat to India as signs of an imminent Pakistani 

threat were unmistakable as the American intelligence notified Congress that Pakistan 

was commissioning the Kahuta centrifuge plant and was well on the road to producing 

bomb-grade uranium. Washington invoked the Symington amendment and withdrew 

economic and military aid to Pakistan on non-proliferation ground. The implication 

registered loudly in India, where the press trumpeted the threat of an "Islamic bomb". The 

Hindustan Times noted, "since there is sufficient evidence that the Pakistani nuclear 

programme is being financed by Libya and Saudi Arabia there is every likelihood of 

Libya gaining access to nuclear bombs made in Pakistan."
45

 The trajectory of Islamic 

Bomb proliferation in the India-Pakistan context can be evidenced from the headlines of 

October/December 1985, which read "Islamic Bomb: How Far?" (The Hindustan Times, 

5 Oct 1985), "Pak Bomb Foreign Financed: PM" (The Times of India, 9 October 1985), 

"Pak Bomb not an empty threat: PM (The Times of India, 26 October 1985). 

 U.S-Pakistan relation during Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979 was nothing 

short of dramatic for India, it placed Pakistan in a more advantageous position than India 

in ensuing Cold War equation. It further boosted the course of Pakistan's nuclearization 
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when arm transfer to Pakistan was renewed as sanctions were uplifted.
46

 Washington 

overlooked Pakistan's nuclear programme because of its geostrategic importance to help 

U.S drive Soviet expansionist intention in South West Asia. India's conventional military 

superiority was eroded as billions of dollars were pumped in by US in the form of 

economic and military aid to Pakistan including the most advanced aircraft U.S possessed 

F-16 fighters, which constituted a major qualitative increase in Pakistan's capacity to 

threaten targets in India. India was left with no option then to upgrade its nuclear weapon 

potential. 

  By late 1983, India perceived a number of threats emanating from Pakistan, 

beside the ongoing signs of Pakistan's growing nuclear capability, the most immediate 

problem was the fear that Pakistani intelligence agencies were supporting the separatist 

Khalistan movement by Sikh in Punjab. India countered Pakistan by supporting dissident 

elements in the southern Pakistani state of Sindh, tension abated by February 1984.
47

 As 

Indian struggle to settle the event in Punjab concerns over U.S role in Pakistan and its 

implication for India's security was reignited, as in the midst of rumours and reports 

about United States ready to provide atomic umbrella to Pakistan as it provided to the 

North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) member countries. India fear was 

compounded when, on October 10, 1984 U.S Ambassador to Pakistan Dean Hinton said 

that the United State would be "responsive" if India attacks Pakistan. Indian apprehension 

about U.S-Pakistan threat can be ascertain from Indira Gandhi address to Indian Army 

commanders on October 11, 1984 and said that Pakistan's nuclear programme had 

brought about a qualitative change in India's security environment. She added that the 

United States continued to supply Pakistan with military equipment despite "evidence 

compiled by Americans themselves about Pakistan's nuclear program." This perception 

intensified that Indian nuclear self-restraint was more that US and Pakistan deserved 

(Perkovich, 2002, pp. 257-258). However further development like, in March 1985 India 

Today reported that Western German court convicted a German businessman for 

smuggling a complete uranium hexafluoride manufacturing plant to Pakistan between 

1977-1980. The report by the American ABC television network on Pakistan's 

successfully conduct of a "cold" implosion test- firing a complete implosion system with 

an inert natural uranium core, made India more concern about Pakistani Nuclear bomb 
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and suspect that Pakistan would soon detonate a nuclear device had deep impact on 

India's nuclear perception.   

 In 1986 an ambitious yet ineffectively managed Indian military exercise 

Brasstacks endeavor to test Pakistan's defence and the response from its partners, 

particularly United States and China. However it prompts an unforeseen crisis between 

two opponents which drove the Indo-Pakistani atomic rivalry to a new level. Over the 

span of the crisis debilitating remarks by A.Q. Khan to an Indian journalist Kuldip Nayar 

about the possibility of the use of Pakistani nuclear weapon in case of crisis. The main 

objective of the interview was to communicate a nuclear deterrence signal to India. To 

substantiate the threat to dissuade India by Pakistan's nuclear capacity may have been 

made amid the Brasstacks crisis (Bajpai et al 1995, p. 6) As Pakistan made it obvious that 

it had atomic weapon and would not hesitate to use them if there should be an occurrence 

of an Indian military assault on it. 

 Indian reaction can be ascertained from President Zail Singh statement that "India 

too could make a nuclear bomb if needed and that the neighbouring countries trying to 

destabilise this nation should take note of it"(Times of India, 30 March 1987). K.C Pant 

the then Defence Minister told the Lok Sabha on April 27, 1987 that, "the emerging 

nuclear threat to us from Pakistan is forcing us to review our options...I assure the house 

that our response will be adequate to our perception of the threat" (Perkovich, 1999, p. 

248). However a nuclear exchange was no longer a vague future scenario and India 

considered it as a real threat which had to be dealt with efficient and prompt manner. 

From 1988 to 1990 India pushed towards a full- fledged nuclear arsenal accelerated. 

 Since late 1980's when Pakistan acquired nuclear capability it has pursued a proxy 

war in Kashmir without fear of Indian retaliation. This proxy war had been described by 

Sumit Ganguly (1995) as 'stability-instability paradox.' It has been clear that since 

inceptions of Pakistan's nuclear programme Pakistan has sought for nuclear weapon 

umbrella under which it can prosecute its proxy war in Kashmir without the risk of Indian 

military retaliation.
48

 It is Pakistan's strategy to 'bleed India with a thousand cuts' and 

force India to come to terms over Kashmir. The Kargil Review Committee Report states 

that by 1980, Pakistan's strategy had been "more explicitly directed at grabbing Kashmir 

at a time when the Indian Government was weak and vacillating and, in their view, liable 
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to be paralysed by Pakistan's nuclear deterrent."
49

  

 The 1990 crisis stemmed directly from the outbreak of a secessionist ethno-

religious insurgency in Kashmir which facilitated the Pakistani infiltrators to join forces 

and Pakistani military to aid the Kashmiri insurgents. The crisis escalated as Pakistan 

Government started a high profile protest to an extend that on March 13, 1990 PM Mrs. 

Bhutto travelled to Pok Pakistan occupied Kashmir and pledge "thousand year war" to 

liberate Kashmir from India. The aggressive attitude of Pakistan leaders put enormous 

pressure on India, PM V.P Singh replied by wondering whether the war would last for 

thousand hours but signalled that the people of India should be psychologically prepared 

for war and warned Pakistan that they cannot take Kashmir without a war. The exchange 

of hostile rhetoric took place and both countries mobilized force on the border. Pakistan 

decision makers also allegedly considered resorting to the use of nuclear weapon and 

threatened India with nuclear consequences. The Indian threat perception of Pakistan 

nuclear blackmail during the 1990 crisis can be ascertain from Subrahmanyam who 

suggested "that the Pakistani attempted nuclear blackmail in May 1990, when the 

Pakistani backed insurgency in Kashmir was at its peak" (Singh, 1998, p. 44).  India had 

not initiated this crisis, and its behaviour was cautious and defensive, in contrast to that in 

Siachin and Brasstacks. The important consequence of the 1990 crisis was that India and 

Pakistan were war and crisis prone and were likely tin o be possession of nuclear 

weapons which were effecting their political and strategic decision. 

 Pakistan's Ghauri missile test on April 6, 1998 caught India by surprise which had 

disturbing implications for India, if Ghauri could truly achieve its range (1500 km with a 

payload of 700kg) then Pakistan for the first time had the capacity to deploy a nuclear 

warhead to most of the major Indian cities. Indian Army, speaking in the aftermath of 

Pakistan‘s new Ghauri IRBM test, formally reiterated the need for a ‗strategic deterrence‘ 

capability to counter the emerging nuclear and missile challenges to India‘s security (The 

Hindu, April 21, 1998). Moreover Ghauri test might have cleared the doubts if any 

behind India's rational to conduct a nuclear test as the missile allowed Pakistan to 

threaten Indian urban centers with nuclear weapons. Though overt threatening moves 

were not made but the ability was present for the first time. As the Government after the 

test in May 1998 said that the nuclear environment in India's neighbourhood had 
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necessitated the test and emphasized that national security interest were paramount. India 

also wanted to reassert technological and strategic military superiority over Pakistan. 

 1998 is the year of overt ‗Nuclearization of South Asia'. The eleven nuclear tests 

in total, five conducted by India and immediately Pakistan responded with six test after 

two weeks time demonstrated a nuclear weapons capacity of two rival states that have 

fought multiple wars since 1947. Pakistan was motivated by the effort to equalize India's 

conventional superiority and felt the nuclear weapon were the only viable option to 

prevent India from achieving a 'preponderance of power'. In response to Pakistan's 

nuclear test the Indian Ministry of External Affair clarified that "as evolution of events 

makes clear, it was India that was obligator to react to a progressive build up of nuclear 

weaponry and missile in [the] neighbourhood. Pakistan's nuclear weapon predated 

[India'] and was built after years of clandestine acquisition."
50

  Moreover India and 

Pakistan's objective of overt nuclearization was the idea that bombs were meant to act as 

a deterrent, to maintain regional security. 

 The 1998 Pokhran II test did not deter Pakistan from launching its military 

adventure in Kargil sector in 1999. The armed conflict between nuclear neighbours with 

strategic undertones seemed imminent when Pakistan sponsored Jihadis occupied 

territory on the Indian side of LOC leading to Kargil crisis.
51

 India's reaction was massive 

and intense, it was seen be too provocative in nature. The Pakistani forces could not 

withstand the intense military counter-offensive by India, which consisted of up to 30.000 

soldiers supported by heavy artillery and fighter jets. However the conflict did not 

escalate into a nuclear war, however after six months Pakistani forces had withdrawn to 

their LoC mainly due to immense international pressure. The main aim of the Pakistani 

strategy was to bring international focus on the Kashmir issue in its favour,
52

 but this 

strategy failed miserably and turned out to be rather embarrassing for Pakistan. For India 

Kargil came as a strategic and tactical surprise highlighting lack of strategic assessment, 

coordination and executive power (Pant 2007, p. 247). 

 Two years late once again India and Pakistan deployed thousands of soldiers 

along their respective border during the Twin peak crisis referring to two incidents during 

the period that threatened to a full-fledged war between two nuclear states. The Twin 

Peak Crisis is also known as Operation Parakram, which was an Indian effort to deter 
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Pakistan through coercive diplomacy.
53

 India ran out of patience when on the December 

13, 2001, a small group of militants armed with explosives attacked the Indian 

parliament. Although the attack failed and the perpetrators were killed in an intense fire 

fight with security forces before they managed to reach the parliament, but the symbolic 

value was huge and public outrage was enormous. India claimed that the attack was 

structured by the Lashkar-e-Taiba and Jaish-e-Mohammed and blamed Islamabad for 

sponsoring the groups. The Indian Government immediately issued orders for a full force 

mobilization along the Indian-Pakistan border, the Operation Parakram, with the aim to 

exhibit Indian limits and to threaten Pakistan for continuing its support to anti-Indian 

militants. However, militants continued to cross the border, and then the terrorists struck 

once again in May 2002 and tensions flared once again. The terrorist attacked a para 

military camp in Jammu killing the families of the Indian military men which brought the 

rival states once again to the brink of war. Further Pakistan tested several nuclear capable 

missiles and publicly reaffirmed their commitment to the first use of nuclear weapons.
54

 

Subsequently, the Indian Prime Minister stated that "the time has come for a decisive 

battle" (Raghavan, 2009:251-252). The worried US pressured both side into refraining 

from further action. Although the situation was stable at the end of June, the Indian 

troops did not stand down until October 2002. The operation was politically and 

militarily a disappointment to India as political end and militarily means did not meet 

(Pant 2007, p. 248). To fill this gap Indian army formulates a war doctrine called 'Cold 

Start' in April 2004 which is the Indian response to the limited and insurgency operations 

Pakistan has managed to conduct under her nuclear umbrella. 

 Indian threat perception and security concern vis a vis Pakistan has not minimized 

even after overt nuclearisation of both the countries, infact India has been subjected to 

several Pakistani backed insurgency and terrorist attacks during the last two decades. 

India become more cautious in her relation with Pakistan and claimed it to be the 

"nursery of global terrorism." Many other terror incidents were associated to Pakistani 

based militants‘ counts, as the 2000 suicide attack on the Red Fort in New Delhi, 

Mumbai blasts in 2006, and the Mumbai attacks in 2008. It is a unique perception of 

threats that led the then Indian Defense Minister Pranab Mukherjee say that India 

suffered from a ―security deficit" and declared that India "live in a dangerous 



164 
 

neighbourhood, few other countries in the world face the full spectrum of threats to their 

security as India does, from low intensity conflicts to an unfriendly nuclearized 

neighbourhood. Our response to such an environment has been anything but 

militaristic.‖
55

  

 Though Pakistan had supported US war against terrorism in its western border 

with Afghanistan but it had put little or rather no effort in dismantling the terrorist 

infrastructure on its eastern border with India. India has been a victim of Pakistani 

sponsored terrorist attack. The National Institute of Counter Terrorism of United States of 

America has calculated that between 2004 to 2007 total 3,674 people in India have lost 

their lives in a terrorist attack which is only second to Iraq in the same period, 

additionally in 2010 India has lost 1,120 lives in terrorist attack. With increasing terror 

incident Indian Government has been more apprehensive about the use of neighbour‘s 

territory to launch attacks on India and has repeatedly urged Pakistan to stop supporting 

jihadi and terrorists.  

 A trust deficit has always dominated India-Pakistan relation moreover it has 

suffered from a huge trust deficit from 1999 and little or failed effort to enhance their 

relation. India's deep rooted antagonism about Pakistan make her believe and still 

consider Pakistan (other) as a reckless, adventurist and untrustworthy state which India 

perceives as a threat to its national  interest and security.  

  

5.5 A RATIONALE FOR INDIA'S NUCLEAR OPTIONS  

 India became a nuclear weapon power in the wake of testing five nuclear devices 

in May 1998. The deliberate self imposed restraints by India for two and a half decade, 

subsequent to having first shown nuclear ability in 1974 which was a 'peaceful nuclear 

explosion' is one of a kind which showcases India's steady aversion to nuclear weapons. 

The justification behind the test can be determined from the letter by P.M. Vajpayee to 

President Bill Clinton following India's nuclear tests in May 1998, in which Vajpayee 

expounded on the complexities associated with the weakening security condition, 

particularly the nuclear condition faced by India and the compulsions of circumstances 

confronting India to make overt its nuclear capabilities. 

 India's relations with Pakistan and China are integral to its strategic concerns. 
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These two neighbours of India have fought five wars with it, India- Pakistan fought in 

1948, 1965, 1971, and 1999 and India-China in 1962. Two major structural factors reflect 

India's nuclear analytics, one being the threat emerging from nuclear armed China and the 

other ascending from Pakistan's missile and nuclear programme and India's hostile 

relationship with Pakistan. China is to a great extent considered by key strategic thinkers 

as the clearest and most convincing incentive force regarding India's nuclear 

development. After the Indo-China war in 1962 and China's first atomic test two years in 

1964, the bilateral relation between two states remained hostile with unresolved border 

dispute to a great extend and  India is engaged strategically in balancing China's superior 

military power. In its relation with archrival Pakistan notwithstanding four wars, India 

and Pakistan have likewise approached war on no less than two other occasions in 1986-

87 amid India's military exercise Brasstacks and afterward again in 2001-02 after the 

terrorist attack on Indian parliament on December13, 2001. The province of Kashmir 

remains a focal and militarized dispute between the two states. Further the Sino-Pakistan 

axis as "all weather friends" to deter India were perceived as a great concern and a 

challenge to India national interest and security. 

 From the early days of independence India was apprehensive about the use of 

nuclear weapons and technology for military purpose but favoured the peaceful use of 

atomic energy for development purpose. However to a lesser degree India conceived that 

nuclear weapon technology may have a role in national defence if efforts for nuclear 

disarmament failed. India‘s nuclear establishment was set up under the close guidance of 

atomic scientist Homi Bhabha, accountable to the Prime Minister with very limited 

accountability to the parliament or any other national institutions. Despite Nehru‘s public 

resistance to nuclear weapons, Bhabha sought to build a completely indigenous nuclear 

process with scope for weaponization should the need arise. Herein, effectively, lay the 

foundations of the strategy of keeping India‘s ‗nuclear option‘ open. 

 Border issues are India's main national-security concern. Nearly 7,000 kilometers 

of its 16,500 km land border is disputed either with Pakistan or China. India began to 

develop nuclear weapons in the mid-1960's partly in response to its humiliating defeat in 

1962 over border disputes -which remain unresolved till date- revealed the limitations of 

India's conventional military capabilities and after the Chinese first nuclear test in 



166 
 

October 1964, the Chinese nuclear bomb accelerated India's threat perceptions 

considering future nuclear blackmailing. India also cites the indirect danger presented by 

China's export of nuclear-weapon technology and delivery systems to countries in the 

region. Chinese assistance in Pakistan nuclear and missile programme is of specific 

concern. In the wake of India's deteriorating relation with China, Pakistan was 

encouraged to attempt another military venture in 1965. The prospect of the two front 

wars raised its head for the first (Nayar, Paul, 2003, p. 80). A possible Sino-Pakistani 

front has been a recurring worry for Indian strategists since the mid-1960s, when a 

nuclear-armed China threatened to enter the 1965 Indo-Pakistan war on Islamabad's side. 

India was subjected to China's verbal warning during third Indo-Pak war, though it did 

not intervene militarily but did gave a moral and material support to Pakistan during the 

1971 war. Indian strategists have contended that in a situation of nuclear asymmetry a 

nuclear armed state may threaten or blackmail a non nuclear weapon state without any 

fear of retaliations. For this reason India remains subject to Chinese nuclear blackmail in 

future has enhanced India's threat perceptions as the asymmetrical capabilities  needed to 

be corrected with an overt nuclearisation. 

 Nehru's successor, Lal Bahadur Shastri (1965-66) reacted guardedly to an 

enhanced threat perceptions from China, as a outcome India embarked on its first 

endeavour to acquire a nuclear weapon capacity through the subterranean nuclear 

explosion project (SNEP) approved in December 1965. But publicly, P.M. Shastri 

opposed the development of nuclear weapons, despite the demand coming from inside his 

own Congress Party. After coming to power Indira Gandhi immediately shelved her 

predecessor‘s subterranean nuclear explosive project (SNEP) but the first serious 

strategic development that brought a change in Indira Gandhi‘s nuclear stance was the 

Chinese test of a thermonuclear weapon on 9 May 1966 which enhanced China's 

capability to hit target deep into India. In reaction to this development she announced in 

the Lok Sabha that in addition to ‗peaceful‘ uses of atomic power, India would increase 

nuclear technological know-how and other competence and further indicated  that she 

would pursue Shastri‘s policy of developing nuclear explosive technology (Chakma, 

2005, p.  207). 
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 By 1970's India engaged in a rapid conventional military buildup and in 1974 

Buddha Smiled. This was basically triggered by the demonstration of China‘s nuclear 

weapons capability in 1964 and the nuclear intimidation by the US in 1971, when the 

USS Enterprise, a nuclear armed aircraft carrier, was sailed into the Bay of Bengal and 

the perceived threat from China-Pakistan axis during the1971 Indo-Pak war definitely 

played a major role in India's decision to test. For the Indians, however, the 1971 

intrusion was a form of gunboat diplomacy. The presence of the USS Enterprise in Bay 

of Bengal during 1974 Indo-Pak was definitive in emblematic affront. Most importantly, 

it is recognized as a military and a nuclear threat to India. Consequently Indian strategists 

have contended for submarine equipped with nuclear or customary missiles.  

 In 1974 India entered into the nuclear club with a single successful test but 

immediately declared it to be a "Peaceful Nuclear Explosion" with no military intentions 

and refrained from following up with nuclear weaponization programme. The 1974 

nuclear explosion established India's capability to make nuclear weapons and its policy 

since then not to go nuclear provided a concrete shape to its nuclear policy called 'nuclear 

option approach' or 'ambivalent approach'. It has been considered by Indian decision 

makers as the best available option in order to respond to India's security requirement and 

the nurture of military strategic need. The Government of India and others supporters of ' 

nuclear option strategy' considered it to be the most prudent policy having access to 

nuclear technology and having  nuclear weapon capability, keeping the option of 

acquiring the nuclear weapon when required and at the same time not compromising with 

its commitments to nuclear disarmament. 

  By sustaining the posture of nuclear option open which involved maintaining a 

large strategic establishment to produce fissile materials, design nuclear weaponry, and 

develop various delivery systems, while simultaneously continuing to refrain from any 

public decision to create and deploy a real nuclear arsenal. This peculiar approach, which 

consisted of developing some components of an arsenal while desisting from creating the 

arsenal itself—and, indeed, publicly denying the intention to create such an arsenal is 

derived from India‘s calculated assessment that ―preserving the option,‖ would provide 

deterrence advantages without imposing any of the costs and risks associated with 

actually deploying nuclear weaponry in the context of an overt assertion of India‘s 
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nuclear status. Such a posture also had the advantage of underscoring India‘s sovereign 

right to create such an arsenal at some point in the future if national security 

considerations so warranted, while in the interim requiring that Indian strategic policy 

simply preserve, both legally and technically, the capability to formally deploy nuclear 

weapons should that become necessary. 

 India's first nuclear test faced severe international condemnation, with severe 

penalties that stopped nuclear technology transfers as well as foreign aid. India reacted 

with restraint in the 1970s, while never abandoning the moral rhetoric justifying its 

peaceful explosion and its call for universal disarmament. In 1983 Indira Gandhi, 

launched the Integrated Missile Development Programme an expansion of the "nuclear 

open door" with no intention to incorporate nuclear weapon into the framework of 

national security. After Mr. Gandhi, Morarji Desai (1977-79) opposed nuclear weapons 

on moral grounds by publicly rejecting it, yet at the same time he acknowledge the broad 

parameters of India's stance to the nuclear weapon option.  

 Until the mid-1980s, India's stand on nuclear option was not predetermined. 

Meanwhile, Pakistan had been following a dual track nuclear possession policy through a 

network of espionage and illegal transfer of sensitive nuclear technology from Europe, 

America and China. Reports began to appear that China had delivered a nuclear bomb 

design to Pakistan in 1983. The clandestine nuclear program of Pakistan and its 

successful enrichment of uranium weapon enhanced debate in India with regard to overt 

nuclearisation. 

 The perceived Pakistan nuclear threat made India adopts a more active defence in 

support of its nuclear option. C. Subramaniam, the Defence Minister in Charan Singh 

Government in an address to the National Defence College, New Delhi, in October 1979  

hinted at the prospects that India might be compelled to go nuclear before long and 

identified Pakistan as the most likely stimulant in India‗s defence strategy in the next 

decade. 

 The China threat surfaced briefly in the early 1980s following the PLA incursion 

into Sumdorong Chu Valley in Arunachal Pradesh, up to seven kilometers into Indian 

territory. This action resulted in both sides mobilizing but fortunately did not erupt into 

conflict. Nevertheless, then Prime Minister Indira Gandhi ordered a serious review of 
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India‘s overall defensive posture with regard to China so as to prevent future PLA 

intrusions. Road communications infrastructure along the LAC was purposely kept in an 

underdeveloped state as part of a 'scorched earth' policy to prevent the rapid intrusion of 

the PLA into the plains of Assam in the northeast, much like in 1962. This policy forced 

India to fortify its strong military presence right up to the LAC because the terrain, 

weather, and infrastructure prevented any large-scale Indian build up during the warning 

periods.  

 At the same time then army chief General K. Sundarji ordered the mobilization of 

nearly ten mountain divisions along with the Indian Air Force commonly known as 

Operation Chequerboard. Three of the divisions were deployed in Wangdung area 

(Arunachal Pradesh) close to the border in order to test India‘s defensive posture against 

a Chinese ingression.
56

 Soon a conscious decision was made to adopt what is now called 

the 'forward posture', which entails moving forward and occupying positions on the LAC 

to prepare for any surprise Chinese attack. This policy led to new defence works being 

undertaken, in addition to the redeployment of combat support elements and activation of 

several abandoned forward advanced landing grounds. While all these developments did 

for a short time induce tension between New Delhi and Beijing, they were soon 

overshadowed by other events on both sides of the border, including Operation Brass 

Tacks during November 1986–March 1987 a major India-Pakistan military stand-off 

(Sahgal, pp. 287-288). 

 The next stage in India's accession of nuclear capabilities is connected to certain 

new developments unfavourably effecting India's security. In 1990, the ever growing 

alliance between China and Pakistan which prompted China to test Pakistani nuclear 

weapon at the Lop Nor test site increased India's apprehension. The due to its location 

Pakistan became the front line state against Soviet force in Afghanistan brought fresh 

apprehension to India's security think tank. It become clear that US had turned blind eye 

towards Pakistan's clandestine procurement of nuclear weapons because of Pakistan's 

importance in the war against Soviet. This collided with transfer of power in Pakistan 

from civilian government to military though coup which was considered by India to be 

more evil. Today, Pakistan is the only nuclear equipped state where it is the military and 

not the civil and political authority that is in control of its nuclear arsenal. By the mid-
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1980s, India was convinced of a Pakistani nuclear programme and a Sino-Pakistani 

nuclear and missile nexus. Yet Rajiv Gandhi authorized the actual development of 

weapons only in 1989, when his proposal for universal disarmament was ignored by the 

nuclear states. According to V. S. Arunachalam, Rajiv Gandhi was totally against nuclear 

weapons yet he "did not want India to be found wanting in a crisis either"(Chengappa, 

2000, p. 304). In spite of confirmation of Pakistan's nuclearization with Chinese 

assistance, India did not change its nuclear policy significantly rather there was a 

remarkable continuity in India's policy of nuclear option (Basrur, 2001, p. 187). 

 As 1990's unfurled, it turned out to be clear that the nuclear choice was imposed 

on India as an outcome of a several geopolitical developments. First, U.S. emerged as a 

sole super power after Soviet disintegration which seriously limited India's strategic 

space. Second, growing  concern over Pakistan's progressing nuclearization which at last 

provoked the US to force sanctions and new reports of Chinese covert nuclear and missile 

assistance to Pakistan. Third, India's concern increased when the indefinite extension of 

NPT in 1995 perpetuated the division between nuclear have state and nuclear have- not 

states with a threat to utilize the U.N. Security Council to authorize and to punish those 

nations who oppose the universalisation of the NPT. This would have placed India in 

state of permanent strategic vulnerability to nuclear threat and nuclear blackmail. 

Moreover the signing of CTBT in 1996 which India conceived to be discriminating 

would have foreclosed India's option to test its nuclear arsenal and develop credible 

deterrent. These developments implied that in the absence of its independent nuclear 

deterrent India would never develop credible assurance of its security which would 

increase its vulnerability against its adversaries. 

 Furthermore, the ever expanding Chinese economy which helped fuelled its rapid 

nuclear and conventional weapons modernization programme, its navel expansions, its 

closeness with Myanmar and its willingness to launch lethal missiles on Taiwan and the 

lack of democratic process all attributed towards considering China a threat to India's 

long term national and security interest. Against this background nuclear weapons 

probably offer to review India's insecurities, as these developments represented further 

opening of the nuclear door to an incremental response to the perception of growing 

external threats. 
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5.6 CONCLUSION 

  It is against this background that a choice was made by India in May 1998 to test 

its 'Shakti' (strength). The nuclear test was a major step in maturing India's nuclear 

weapon capabilities and affirmed India's determination to deter threats from states 

antagonistic to it. India wanted to ensure an environment conducive for its development 

which is enunciated in India's Draft Nuclear Doctrine and later in its official Doctrine 

adopted in 2003. To sum up, the historical fact finding technique helps us to locate 

India‘s threat perception and security concern vis-a-vis China and Pakistan and the 

rationale behind India's overt nuclearisation. The 1998 test was the outcome of a decade 

long evolution in strategic thinking which was influenced by the increasing complex and 

hostile security environment faced by India. 

 

NOTES/REFERENCES 

                                                 
1
 Nuclear Weapons Data book: Volume V - British, French, and Chinese Nuclear Weapons. Westview 

Press Inc. (1994) cited hereafter as NWD, p. 358. 
2
 NWD, p. 326. 

3
 NWD, p. 327. 

4
 China and the Soviet Union signed six agreements on nuclear science and technology and nuclear 

industry  construction: two on uraniite exploration and mining (1954 and 1956), one on nuclear physics 

(1955), two on nuclear industrial construction (1956 and 1958), and one on nuclear weapons research and 

production (1957).(Shen & Xia, 2012) 
5
 Other incidents being one involving the joint Sino-Soviet long wave radio station, another the joint Sino-

Soviet submarine fleet idea strained bilateral relations between Soviet Union and Chain. See Zhihua Shen, 

Zhihua., & Xia, Yafenf. (2012).Between Aid and Restriction: The Soviet Union's Changing Policies on 

China's Nuclear Weapons Program,1954-1950,  Asian Perspective, 36, pp. 95-122 
6
 On the difficulties created by the withdrawal of Soviet technical advisors, particularly in the production of 

fissile material, see Lewis and Xue, China Builds the Bomb, 104‐136 
7
  Norris, Robert  S. & Arkin, William M. (1999). Chinese Nuclear Forces, 1999, Bulletin of the Atomic 

Scientists 55 (79), 79.  DOI: 10.2968/055003023. (Retrieved on 03.09.2016) 
8
  Norris Robert S., & Kristensen, Hans . M. (2006). Chinese Nuclear Forces, 2006,  Bulletin of the Atomic 

Scientists, 62(60) , 60, DOI: 10.2968/062003017. (Retrieved on 03.09.2016)  ; Norris Robert S., & 

Kristensen, Hans  M. (2010). Chinese Nuclear Forces, 2010, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists 66(134), 134,  

DOI: 10.1177/0096340210387046 Retrieved on 03.09.2016.; Kristensen, Hans M., & Norris, Robert S. 

(2011). Chinese Nuclear Forces, 2011, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists 67(81), 81. DOI: 

10.1177/0096340211426630. (Retrieved on 03.09.2016) 
9
 Norris Robert S., & Kristensen, Hans  M. (2008). Chinese Nuclear Forces, 2008, Bulletin of the Atomic 

Scientists 64(42), 42. DOI: 10.2968/064003009. (Retrieved on 03.09.2016) 
10

 Kristensen, Hans M. & Norris, Robert S. (2014). Worldwide Deployments of  Nuclear Weapons, 2014, 

Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, 70(5), p.  96-108  DOI:10.1177/0096340214547619 (Retrieved on 

03.09.2016) 



172 
 

                                                                                                                                                 
11

 Kristensen, Hans M.,  & Norris Robert S. (2016).  Chinese Nuclear Forces, 2016, Bulletin of the Atomic 

Scientists, 72(4), 205-211. DOI: 10.1080/00963402.2016.1194054. (Retrieved on 03.09.20160 
12

 Ibid 
13

 IB's concerns were driven by a deep fear of 'International Communism' establishing itself in India. It was 

thought  that the Chinese presence on the frontier would open up the communists of India to build base on 

the frontier of Tibet and thus they would be able to get all forms of material and moral assistance from the 

Chinese. Likewise for Sardar Patel, China's communist imperialism was ten times more dangerous than the  

imperialism of western power due to its 'cloak of ideology' which conceals racial, national and historical 

claims. Mullik, B.N (1971). The Chinese Betrayal: My years with Nehru. Bombay: Allied Publishers. pp. 

117-118.  
14

 Maxwell, Neville. (1970). India’s China War London: Jonathan Cape, p. 256. 
15

 Mirchandani, G.C. (1978). India and Nuclear Weapon.  In T. T. Poulose, (Ed), Perspectives of India's 

Nuclear  Policy. New Delhi: Young Asian Publication, pp. 55-56 
16

 A critical military route from Xinjiang through Tibet in Kashmir was ceded by Pakistan to China, though 

the region remained under dispute with India. The route provides logistical and military access for China 

into Tibet. Garver, W.J (2001). Protracted Contest: Sino-Indian Rivalry in the Twentieth Century. Seattle: 

University of Washington Press, p. 205. 
17

 Scott, David. (2008). Sino-Indian Security Predicaments for the Twenty-First Century, Asian 

Security,4(3), 244-270, p.252 
18

 Lewis, W.J., & Di, Hua. (1992). China's Ballistic Missile Programs: Technologies, Strategies, Goals, 

International Security, 17(2), pp. 5-40 
19

 Centre for Non proliferation Studies.(1999). China‘s Nuclear Exports and Assistance to Pakistan,  

Monterey Institute of International Studies, Monterey, CA. (Online: Web) 

http://cns.miis.edu/research/india/china/npakpos.htm. (Retrieved on  23. 7. 2014)  
20

 Prime Minister A. B. Vajpayee‘s letter to President Clinton, New York Times, May 13, 1998 cited in 

Scott, David. (2008). Sino-Indian Security Predicaments for the Twenty-First Century, Asian Security, 4(3), 

p. 253. 
21Anil K. Joseph, ―We Don‘t Recognize Arunachal Pradesh: China,‖ Press Trust of India, July 25, 2003. S. Singh, 

―India-China Relations: Perception, Problems, Potential‖, in South Asian Survey, Sage (2008), p. 88.   
22Jain, Bhaktawar (2008). Global Power: India’s Foreign Policy: 1947–2006. Lanham, MD: Lexington Books, 
p. 149 
23

 Dasgupta, Saibal, (2016, November 2). China: Won‘t back India for NSG till entry rules clarified. The 

Times of India. 2 Nov 2016. 

 
24

 Addressing to the United Nations General Assembly, December 8, 1953U.S. president Dwight 

Eisenhower, in his ―Atoms for Peace‖ speech, declared that ―experts would be mobilized to apply atomic 

energy to the needs of agriculture, medicine, and other peaceful activities. A special purpose would be to 

provide  abundant electrical energy in the power-starved areas 

of the world.‖ 
25

  Chakma points out that in the last week of November 1964, Lok Sabha held its first debate on foreign 

affairs after the Chinese nuclear test. Three alternative motions on nuclear policy were introduced for 

debate: one called for immediate production of an atomic bomb; a second one called for embarking on 

‗nuclear-based defence installations in the country‘; and a third concerned reorienting foreign policy in 

light of the Chinese bomb.(Chakma, p. 201) 
26

 Bhutto, Zulfikar Ali.(1969). The Myth of Independence. USA: Oxford University Press, 1969, p. 117-8. 

Retrieved from http://www.scribd.com/doc/2430601/Myth-of-Independence 
27

 Even if Pakistan wanted to pursue nuclear option, the PTBT did not foreclose but only limited 

conducting of test to atmosphere   
28

 In 1966, Pakistan initiated a proposal for a conference to discuss the security of non-nuclear weapon 

states. Subsequently a conference was held in Geneva in 1968. India opposed it on the ground that it would 

affect the efforts that were in progress in Eighteen-nation Disarmament Committee (ENDC) on the NPT 

draft treaty. Pakistan argued that bringing the non-nuclear weapon states together was complementary 

rather than contradictory to other ongoing negotiations on disarmament and arms control. Pakistan 

maintained that ENDC was not adequate representative body to consider the issue of the security of non-



173 
 

                                                                                                                                                 
nuclear  weapon states. Ziba Moshaver,  (1991). Nuclear Weapons Proliferation in the Indian Subcontinent 

(London: Macmillan Academic and Professional Ltd,  p. 100. 
29

 Pakistan‘s nuclear program, code named Project-726, resulted from the development of India‘s nuclear 

program. Project-726 gained urgency after India detonated its first nuclear weapon in 1974 
30

 Chakma, Bhumitra.  (2002).  Pakistan Nuclear Programme: Its sources and Motivations. Modern South 

Asian Studies, 36(4) , p. 888 
31

 Ibid.  
32

 Bidwai, Praful., & Achin, Vinayak.  (1999). South Asia on A Short Fuse: Nuclear Politics and the Future 

Of Global Disarmament. New Delhi: Oxford University Press, p. 214. 
33

 Cohen, P.S. (2001). India: Emerging Power. New Delhi: Oxford University Press. pp. 147-148 
34

Glenn-Symington Amendment prohibits any kind of aid to be given to countries that import uranium 

enrichment equipment or technology after 1977, where this equipment is not monitored by the IAEA. 
35

 The Pressler Amendment, which was added to the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, required that the U.S. 

president certify at the beginning of each fiscal year that Pakistan was not in possession of any ―nuclear 

explosive devices‖ as the condition to the provision of any military assistance to that country.  Zuyama,  

Marie., & Shinichi Ogawa. (2003) The nuclear Policy of India and Pakistan. NISD Security Report, No.4, 

pp.64-64 
36

 Choudhury, Upendra. (2006), Nuclear Risk Reduction Measures in South Asia: Problems and Prospects. 

New Delhi: Manohar. p. 17 
37

 Yasmeen,  Samina.  (1999). Pakistan's Nuclear Tests: Domestic Debate and International Determinants, 

Australian Journal of International Affairs, 53(1), pp.43-56 
38

 Cohen,  Stephen P. (1997), The Pakistan Army. Oxford  University Press. 
39

 Tellis, Ashley. J. (2000).  Stability In South Asia. Dehradun:  Natraj Publishers, p. 11 
40

 Politically the state of Jammu and Kashmir comprised of Kashmir, Ladhakh (Buddhist) and Jammu 

(Hindu) and so reflected the multi ethnic character of the polity) 
41

 Pakistan joined SEATO in 1954 and CENTO in 1955 which enabled it to obtain American tanks and 

fighter  aircraft. See Robert J. McMahon, Robert J. (1988). United States Cold War Strategy in South 

Asia: Making a Military Commitment to Pakistan, 1947–1954, Journal of American History, 75( 3). p. 822. 
42

 Xiaohe, Cheng.  (2009). The Evolution of China-Pakistan Relations: 1962 to 1965, South Asia Research, 

4, p. 15–16. 
43

 Initiated by Soviet Premier Aleksei Kosygin, L.B. Shastri and Ayub Khan travelled to Tashkent in 

January 1966 to settle for peace and signed the Tashkent Declaration as both states pledged "not to have 

recourse to force  and to settle their disputes through peaceful means." 
44

  Op. Cit., Perkovich, p. 194-195 
45

Rana,  Swadesh. (1979, June 1-15). The Islamic Bomb,  India Today, June 1-15, 1979, pp.88-89. "Islamic 

Bomb: how far?," The Hindustan Times, 5 October 1985; also see "Pak has already got a-bomb: threat is 

immediate: PM," The Hindustan Times, 10 October 1985.  
46

 Carter Administration suspended Symington Amendment that had previously stopped assistance to 

Pakistan. Subsequently Regan Administration provided $3.2 billion economic and military assistance to 

Pakistan as a reward for helping US fight Soviet expansion in South West Asia (Chakma, 2005, pp. 220-

21) 
47

 Op. Cit., Perkovich, 1999, p 252 
48

 Singh, Jasjit. (1984 February 28).  The Wars that Never Were, India Today, 28 February 1984, p. 64 
49

 The Kargil Review Committee Report, 6, p.206 
50

 Government of India. (2014). Ministry of External Affair, Brief of India's Nuclear Test: Global 

Disarmament or  Equal Legitimate Security for All. (Online: Web) available at www.indianembassy.org. 

(Retrieved on 21.09.2015) 
51

 Official Indian History of Kargil War (Online: Web)  

http//www.bharat-rakshak.com/LANDFORCE/Army/History/1999 war/ index.html (Retrieved on 11.04. 

2013) 
52

 Islamabad strategy was based on the notion that due to the new nuclear factor international pressure 

would force the cessation of hostilities leaving Pakistan in an advantageous position.  



174 
 

                                                                                                                                                 
53

 See Kapila, Subhash.  (2003), Indian Coercive Diplomacy Limitation and Perspectives" Paper 768, South 

Asian Analysis Group, (Online: Web). URL: 

http//www.southasiaanalysis.org/%5Cpaper8%5Cpaper768.html. (Retrieved on  09.04. 2015) 
54

 Raghavan, S.  (2009). Coercive Triangle: India, Pakistan, the United States and the Crisis of 2001–2002, 

Defence  Studies, 9(2), pp. 242 – 260. 
55

 Ibid. 
56

 Sali, M.L. (1998). India-China Border Dispute: A Case Study of the Eastern Sector. New Delhi: A.P.H. 

Publishing Corporation, p. 110.   



175 

 

CHAPTER- 6 

INDIA AND THE GLOBAL NUCLEAR ORDER 

 India's nuclear evolution is marked by confusion and uncertainty with the 

international nuclear order, its engagement started with the anti nuclear activism, then 

proposed for an end to the nuclear testing after the US nuclear testing in Bikini Atoll in 

1954, and then India signed Partial Nuclear test ban Treaty (PTBT) in 1963. India was at 

foremost during the discussion to establish the International Atomic Energy Agency 

(IAEA) to promote peaceful use of nuclear energy and enthusiastically participated in the 

negotiations on the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty (NPT), but eventually decided not 

to sign the NPT when it became apparent that it would become an unequal treaty. As 

pointed out by Scott Sagan, while negotiating the NPT draft India and Sweden proposed 

to incorporate a pledge to numerous 'tangible steps' including security affirmations for 

non-nuclear weapons states, end of nuclear testing and to stop the production of nuclear 

weapons. But U.S. and the Soviet Union declined to incorporate such particular measures 

in the final draft of the NPT.
1
 Although, India is not a party to NPT, she had voluntarily 

adhered to the provisions of NPT. India had made six of its nuclear reactor open for 

IAEA inspections even though it was not obliged to do so. The nuclear test conducted by 

India in 1974 though officially termed as 'peaceful nuclear explosion', prompted the NPT 

members countries to set up the Nuclear Supply Group (NSG), in order to govern the 

supply of nuclear material and technology. As an outcome of the 1974 nuclear test, 

nuclear ban was forced on India and the transfer of nuclear technology and material such 

as nuclear fuel and uranium was denied to India. This prevented the Indian scientists 

from getting adequate exposure to international nuclear research and institutions. This led 

to an unhealthy tradition of secrecy regarding nuclear matters in India, as the Indian 

nuclear establishment had to keep the developments in the country‘s nuclear program 

under wraps so that it was not interrupted by external actors.  
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 6.1. INDIA’S INTEGRATION WITH THE GLOBAL NUCLEAR ORDER 

  Despite its past, today, India is on its way to become an integral part of the 

international nuclear order, both in its strategic and civilian nuclear programs. The 

nuclear dialogue between India and US began in 2005, when President Bush and Indian 

Prime Minister Manmohan Singh began discussing nuclear cooperation. This engagement 

led to a new Indo-US partnership, which, in turn, redefined the Indian engagement with 

the international nuclear order. After years of sustained negotiations, India and the US 

announced Indo-US nuclear deal in 2005, and eventually signed it in October 2008 

ending Indian isolation. The bargain that the two countries had struck was a useful 

compromise, India would not surrender its nuclear weapons to be a part of the 

international nuclear order nor had the NPT to be rewritten to accommodate India.  

6.2. INDO-US NUCLEAR DEAL 

6.2.1. Framework of the Indo-US Civil Cooperation 

 The 2008 Indo-US Nuclear Deal affirms the thriving of trust between the two 

countries. Condoleezza Rice, the then U.S Secretary of State visited India on March 2005 

as part of her Asia tour and set forth the framework for cooperation between two 

democratic states which took the Indian government by surprise (Mohan 2006, p. 57). 

Rice shifted the terms of the debate completely by stating emphatically that the Bush 

administration was ready to consider civilian nuclear energy cooperation with India. A 

few days later, the US State Department proclaimed the administration‘s new India 

policy, to assist India to become a major world power in the 21st century (US Department 

Of State 2005). The very first step in that direction was to overcome the age-old distrust 

regarding the nuclear issues that had existed between the two states. It was  clearly 

evident that both democracies wanted to take a path to a healthy strategic partnership 

ahead. The nuclear cooperation between India and the US was built up in two steps. 

Amid the visit of Prime Minister Manmohan Singh to Washington on July 18, 2005, the 

two states conceded to the principles of close India-US cooperation and collaboration in 

the nuclear field. On this ground, a more detailed agreement on nuclear cooperation was 

signed between the two states during President Bush's visit to New Delhi in March 2006. 
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6.2.2. The Joint Statement 

 On 18 July 2005 U.S President Gorge W. Bush and Indian Prime Minister 

Manmohan Singh signed a Joint Statement for a global partnership between US and India 

and proposed cooperation on a wide range of activities including agriculture, energy and 

the environment, combating HIV/AIDS, democracy, economy, terrorism, high 

technology cooperation, and disaster relief. The most notable area of cooperation was that 

of civilian nuclear energy cooperation. The Joint Statement contained five areas of 

agreement: namely, the economy trade and investment, energy and the environment, 

democracy and development, non-proliferation and security cooperation, and high 

technology trade and space.
2
  

In this Joint Statement, President George Bush Jr. acknowledged India as ―a responsible 

state with advanced nuclear technology‖ who ―should acquire same benefits and 

advantages as other such states‖(MEA, 2005). In pursuant to this objective, USA would 

work to achieve full civil nuclear energy cooperation with India as it 

realises its goals of promoting nuclear power and achieving energy 

security… would seek agreement from Congress to adjust US laws and 

policies, and the United States will work with friends and allies to adjust 

international regimes to enable full civil nuclear energy cooperation and 

trade with India, including but not limited to expeditious consideration of 

fuel supplies for safeguarded nuclear reactors at Tarapur (See Appendix 

IV Indo-US Joint Statement). 

The Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh on his part, agreed to assume the following 

‗responsibilities and practices‘: 

• to identify and separate military and non military nuclear facilities in a phased manner 

• to file a declaration with regard to its civilian nuclear facilities and voluntarily place it 

under IAEA safeguards. 

• to continue with its unilateral moratorium on nuclear testing.  
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• to work with the US towards the conclusion of a multilateral Fissile Material Cut Off 

Treaty (FMCT) 

• to refrain from transferring nuclear enrichment and reprocessing technologies to other 

states that do not posses it and to support international initiatives to limit their 

proliferations.  

• to abide by the provisions of MTCR and NSG guidelines.
3
  

The US has equally guaranteed that it will: 

• seek conformity from Congress to adjust domestic laws and policies;  

• work with allies to regulate international regimes to facilitate full cooperation on 

nuclear trade with India; and  

• confer with allies on India‘s participation in the ITER -fusion energy consortium -and 

support the development of advanced nuclear reactors in India.  

 As apparent from the joint statement above, each country was to initiate a number 

of steps, before the agreement could work out as intended. Implementing the Joint 

Statement was a tough task since both the U.S congress and the NSG export control 

regime restricted nuclear collaborations with India because under NPT India's nuclear 

status was not though she possessed nuclear weapons. In order to put the statement into 

action a lot of things had to be put in place. 

6.2.3. The Separation Plan 

The Joint Statement refers to ―identifying, and separating civilian and military nuclear 

facilities in a phased manner and taking a decision to place voluntarily civilian nuclear 

facilities under IAEA safeguards.‖  

With regard to the Joint Statement India is required to identify and separate its military 

and non military nuclear facilities in a phased manner and voluntarily place its civilian 

facility under IAEA safeguards.
4
 The civilian nuclear facility will be placed under IAEA 

supervision. India‘s nuclear facilities include ⎯ research reactors (3) power reactors (15 
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operating, 8 under construction and 3 planned), breeder reactors (1 operating, 1 under 

construction), uranium enrichment (1 operating), spent fuel reprocessing (3), heavy water 

production plants (6), uranium processing (3 mines, 2 copper-mine tailing extraction 

units) (Squassoni, 2006, p. 8). After months of difficult negotiations, India‘s Separation 

Plan was tabled in the Parliament on March 7, 2006. The plan was updated on May 11, 

2006, to include names of reactors and upstream facilities, as well as dates they would be 

submitted to safeguards.  

 The main provisions of the Separation Plan spelt out the nuclear facilities and 

activities that were to be under the IAEA shield. Out of 22 thermal nuclear reactors, India 

consented to put 14 of its thermal nuclear reactors under international safeguards by the 

year 2014. This amounts to 65 per cent of thermal nuclear reactors in operation or under 

construction. In its advance to the separation of its civilian nuclear facilities, India was 

mainly guided by the following principles: credible, feasible, and implementable in a 

transparent manner; consistent with the understandings of the 18 July Statement, 

consistent with India‘s national security and R&D requirements as well as not prejudicial 

to the three-stage nuclear programme in India, must be cost effective in its 

implementation and acceptable to Parliament and public opinion (MEA 2006). It was 

clarified that the Prototype Fast Breeder Reactor (PFBR) and Fast Breeder Test Reactor 

(FBTR) both located at Kalpakkam will be kept out of international safeguards, since the 

Fast Breeder Reactor is in R&D Stage and its technology will take time to mature and 

reach an advanced stage of development (MEA 2006). The decision to permanently stop 

the operation of CIRUS reactor by 2010 was taken and the preparation was initiated to 

shift the fuel core of APSARA reactor and place it under the safeguard by 2010. United 

States assured continuity of fuel supply to those Indian reactors place under the IAEA 

safeguard. However, the several nuclear facilities were not in the separation plan. These 

included — the eight indigenous Indian power plants, Fast Breeder Test Reactor (FBTR) 

and Prototype Fast Breeder Reactors (PFBR) under construction, enrichment facilities, 

spent fuel reprocessing facilities, research reactors- CIRUS, Advanced Heavy water 

Reactor,  Dhruva, three heavy water plants, and various military related plants. The 

Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) Dr. Kakodkar argued that the 

breeder program could not be listen under civilian category because of the necessity of 
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maintaining long term energy security and to retain minimum credible deterrent (Baruah 

2006). In keeping with its national objective goals and strategic autonomy India decided 

to keep breeder reactors outside IAEA supervision. 

6.2.4. 123 Agreement 

 India became the first non-signatory of NPT to enter into 123 Agreement with 

United States. Indo- US 123 Agreement was completed after five rounds of negotiations 

for a year starting from June 2006 and the text was finally agreed upon on 20 July 2007. 

Some important provisions of the ‗Agreement for Cooperation between the Government 

of India and the United States of America concerning Peaceful uses of Nuclear Energy‘ 

include the following: 

First, the Agreement provides for civilian nuclear cooperation between India and US. 

India was authorized to reprocess spent fuel at a national reprocessing facility that India 

intends to set up under IAEA safeguards. 

Second, India was given assurances of uninterrupted supply of fuel for its civilian 

reactors regardless of whether the United States terminates the 123 Agreement, though 

U.S. committed to create conducive environment to facilitate India access to international 

fuel market and help India sustain its strategic nuclear fuel reserve.
5 

Third, additionally the agreements also discuss a plausible situation of a future nuclear 

test by India. In such an occasion, immediate bilateral consultations should be initiated 

between two countries in order to carefully consider the situation arising from serious 

security concerns due to change in security environment or as a reaction to actions by 

another state which could affect national security.
6
 

Fourth, the U.S. President preserved the right to demand the return of all U.S. supplied 

nuclear material and equipment. In such a situations, the Agreement text perceives 

―exercising the right of return would have profound implications‖ (Kronstadt, 2008)
 
for 

bilateral relations and calls for both parties to ―consider the potential negative 

consequences‖ of any termination of progressing collaboration (Kronstadt, 2008). For the 
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cooperation in nuclear fuel cycle activities, the Agreement also accommodates nuclear 

trade, transfer of nuclear equipment, material components and related technologies.  

6.2.5. Henry J. Hyde Act  

 The Henry Hyde Act
7
 has been an important attachment of the Indo-U.S. Nuclear 

Deal. Under Section 401 of U.S Nuclear Non Proliferation Act (NNPA) 1978 prohibits 

US to enter into any agreement with a non-NPT member. Moreover to sign any such 

agreement, USA needs to pass a law to accommodate such an exception. As a 

consequence, U.S. had to pass the Henry J. Hyde United States- India Peaceful Atomic 

Energy Cooperation Act in 2006 (U.S. Department of State 2007) to ink the civil nuclear 

agreement with India. 

 The amended Henry J. Hyde United States-India Peaceful Atomic Energy 

Cooperation Act of 2006 gave a waiver from numerous requirements of the 1954 Atomic 

Energy Act to the US Nuclear Cooperation agreement with India. On 27 July, 2007 both 

the countries jointly announced that they had come to an agreement on the content of 

such an understanding. The Hyde Act was passed by an overriding 359-68 votes in the 

House of Representative on 26 July 2006 and by 85-12 in the Senate on 16 November 

2006 mirroring a solid show of bipartisan support.  

 Although the Hyde Act has drawn considerable scepticism from Indian leaders, 

strategic analysts and media, the Indian Government had respected and welcomed the 

Hyde Act, but made it clear that India would not concede to any conditions that went past 

the parameters of the bilateral July 18, 2005 Joint Statement and the Separation Plan. The 

Indian Government viewed specific sections of the Hyde Act, as converse to the general 

provisions of the two prior joint statements. These included a formal ban on nuclear tests. 

Section 123(a)(4) of US Atomic Energy Act, stipulates that US have the right to 

necessitate the return of any nuclear equipments and materials transferred under 123 

agreements if the beneficiary country detonates a nuclear test (Kimball & McGoldrick, 

2007). This provision of the act to a larger extent drew a considerable suspicion in India. 
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6.2.6. India Specific IAEA Agreements  

 As stated in the Joint Statement, India will be obliged to file a declaration with 

regard to civilian nuclear facilities with International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). 

The integral part of the current non-proliferation regime has been the NSG Guidelines, 

based on the principles of NPT, which allows nuclear transfer of 'Trigger List' items 

without license to nuclear weapons states. 

IAEA conditioned and safeguards the nuclear transfer of all the present and future 

peaceful activities to a non-nuclear weapon state (NNWS), known as the 'full-scope 

safeguards (FSS) or comprehensive safeguards'. Given that India as NNWS according to 

the NPT definition, the present NSG Guidelines implementations would invoke FSS" if 

India seeks nuclear technology or nuclear power plants – even on a turn-key basis – or 

nuclear fuel from any NSG member-country"(Ramachandran, 2005, p. 576).  

 In order to overcome this legal constrain, the export restrictions on India need to 

be lifted through a waiver by NSG and IAEA. IAEA, created in 1957 as a fall out of US 

President Eisenhower's 'Atoms for Peace' deals with nuclear verification and security, 

safety and technology transfer. Though not a specialized agency under the United 

Nations family, but it got a special status in the United Nations to see that nuclear 

technology for peaceful purpose is not digressed to military purposes. 

 Under the deal, the IAEA safeguard is to guarantee full international cooperation 

for peaceful purpose, to safeguard that such cooperation does not facilitate nuclear 

proliferations and to guard against withdrawal of safeguarded nuclear material from 

civilian use at any time. India submitted a copy of its separation Plan to IAEA on July 25, 

2008. 

 On 1 August 2008, India specific safeguards agreement was unanimously passed 

by IAEA in its meeting of its 35 member board of Governors in Vienna without being put 

to vote (Rai, 2009, 71). Endorsing the Indian case, the IAEA Director General 

Mohammed El Baradei observed, 



183 

 

It would be a milestone, timely for ongoing efforts to consolidate the 

nonproliferation regime, combat nuclear terrorism and strengthen nuclear 

safety... The agreement would assure India of reliable access to nuclear 

technology and nuclear fuel. It would also be a step forward towards 

universalisation of the international safeguards regime... This agreement 

would serve the interests of both India and the international community.
8
   

 IAEA is supplemented by the Model Additional Protocol, to identify undeclared 

nuclear activities with NPT member state (Kerr 2012: 121). It enables the Agency a 

credible assurance against (clandestine) proliferation by an NNWS (Ramachandran, 

2005, p. 586). The IAEA Safeguards on India are not full scope but ‗India-specific‘. 

Further, the agreement has a non-hindrance clause, which says that the IAEA shall 

implement the safeguards in a way intended to abstain from hampering India's economic 

and technological development and not to obstruct or interfere with any activities 

including the use of   the nuclear material, non nuclear material equipment, components, 

information or technology, produced, acquired or developed by India independently of 

the agreement for its own purpose (Rai, 2009, p. 73). 

 Since International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) inception in 1957, India has 

played an active role and has emphasized on the importance of IAEA in promoting 

peaceful use of nuclear science and technology and extended comprehensive support to 

its safety-security-safeguards related responsibilities. India has been participating in 

IAEA‘s Advisory Groups and Technical Committees and contributes to its activities by 

providing experts, organizing training programs and workshops, and providing 

equipment. India is one of the founding members of the IAEA‘s International Project on 

Innovative Reactors and Fuel Cycles (INPRO). It also contributes $50,000 annually 

towards the program.
9
 

6.2.7. NSG Waiver 

 As a reaction to India‘s ‗Peaceful Nuclear Explosion‘ of 1974, the Nuclear 

Supplier Group (NSG)
10

 was formed in 1975. The main purpose was to ensure that 

nuclear trade for peaceful use does not contribute to the proliferation of nuclear weapons 
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or other nuclear explosive devices, which would not obstruct international trade and 

cooperation in the nuclear field.  

 India has neither signed NPT till date nor is a member of NSG and consequently 

not eligible for any kind of nuclear trade with other countries. After India's submission of 

'Separation Plan', U.S administration began persuading members of NSG regarding India 

specific special cases, which could exempt India to acquire nuclear technologies from 

these nations. On 8 September 2008, at Vienna, Austria meeting NSG conceded to grant 

India clean and unconditional waiver.   

 The final amendment not only exempted India from full scope requirements 

applicable for NNWS but also absolved India from automatic suspension of cooperation 

if India conducts a nuclear test. New Delhi welcomed the decision as ―forward-looking 

and momentous‖ in ―marking the end of India‘s long isolation from the nuclear 

mainstream and of the technology denial regime.‖
11

  

 Independent proponents called it ―a significant victory for those who welcome 

India‘s rising global economic and political influence‖ (Kronstadt, 2009, p. 43). Indian 

PM Dr, Manmohan Singh noted, ―the shift marked India‘s emergence as the world‘s sixth 

recognized nuclear weapons power in its legitimized ability to purchase nuclear fuel and 

technologies in the global marketplace while still maintaining a nuclear arsenal‖ (MEA 

2008).  

 It is contended by many analysts that it was the US power and influence along 

with India‘s non-proliferation credentials that compelled the recalcitrant members of the 

NSG, including China to grant India a waiver. The Australian Foreign Minister, Stephen 

Smith, during his visit to India said: 

―The key factor to me is a recognition that India is on the rise. Not only 

does this century see a shift of strategic influence and power to the Asia 

Pacific, it also sees the rise of India. The importance of the NSG 

declaration reflects that fundamental appreciation by the international 

community (Rai, 2009, p. 70).  
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6.2.8. The Formal Signing of the Deal 

 The US Senate on 1 October 2008 endorsed the deal formally titled ‗US-India Nuclear 

Cooperation and Non-Proliferation Enhancement Act‘ with 86-13 margin. The Then 

Secretary of State Condoleezza Rica and External Minister of India Pranab Mukherjee 

inked the deal on 10 October 2008 and came into force on 6 December, 2008. 

Condoleezza Rice expressed at the signing ceremony:  

Many thought this day would never come. But doubts have been silenced 

now…with the conclusion of this civil nuclear agreement, our partnership 

will be limited only by our will and our imagination…Indeed, what is 

most valuable about this agreement is how it unlocks a new and far 

broader world of potential for our strategic partnership in the 21st century, 

not just on nuclear cooperation but on every area of national endeavor.
12

 

Highlighting the significance of the Deal, External Affairs Minister Pranab Mukherjee 

affirmed;  

The significance of this Agreement is that it is the first step to civil nuclear 

co-operation and trade between India and the USA. This is an agreement 

about civil nuclear co-operation and reflects a careful balance of rights and 

obligations. The Agreement has been passed by the US Congress without 

any amendments. Its provisions are now legally binding on both sides 

once the Agreement enters into force. We look forward to working with 

US companies on the commercial steps that will follow to implement this 

landmark Agreement (MEA, 2008).
13

 

 

6.2.9. The Nuclear Liability  

 The stumbling block for the implementing the Indo-US Nuclear Deal was the 

entry of a bill on nuclear liabilities of Companies. On August 2010, 'The Civil Liability 

for Nuclear Damage Bill' was passed by both the house of the Indian Parliament which 

dealt with civil liability for nuclear damage and compensation in case of a nuclear 
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accident. India signed the 'Convention on Supplementary Compensation for Nuclear 

Damage' (CSC) on October 27, 2010.  

 The US State Department described India‘s decision to become a 53 party to the 

convention as ―an important step in ensuring that U.S. nuclear firms can compete on a 

level playing field with other international competitors‖ because many other countries‘ 

nuclear firms ―have other liability protections afforded to them by their governments‖ 

(Kerr, 2012, p. 3). The Nuclear Liability Act, 2011 was passed amidst great domestic 

upsurge and as of now no American Company has started any venture into Indian nuclear 

reactors.  

6.3. IMPLICATIONS OF THE INDO-US CIVIL NUCLEAR COOPERATION   

The broader implications of the 'Civil Nuclear Cooperation' could be better 

understood and India‘s options determined, if the validity of the reason in support and 

against the nuclear cooperation is carefully analysed. 

6.3.1. CONTENTIOUS ISSUES  

 The negotiations on the deal continued for almost three years from 2005 to 2008. 

These negotiations not only saw the non-proliferation regime at stake but also the ruling 

political dispensation in India. The reaction to the Indo-US Deal was mixed in India as 

well as in United States of America. The Nuclear Deal has been hailed in the writings of 

Nicholas Burns, Sumit Ganguly, Amit Gupta, Ashley Tellis, Shyam Saran, Parag 

Khanna, C. Raja Mohan. On the other hand, others like Praful Bidwai, George Perkovich, 

Pratap Bhanu Mehta, Amit Baruah and others are either critical of the India -US 

relationship or apprehensive of the outcome of Indo-US nuclear deal. The Deal has been 

an issue of extensive discussion and analysis among intellectuals, nuclear scientists, 

political and strategic analysts. The contentious issues involved in the nuclear deal can be 

summarized under the following heads:  

A. Separation of Civilian- Military Facilities 

 The issue of separating the civilian and military facilities has evoked controversies. The 

civil and military nuclear use has remained intertwined for almost sixty years and a clear-
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cut segregation is not only costly but also difficult. The separation of military and non 

military facilities may involve serious repercussions for R&D and for weapon 

advancement and production facilities required for deterrent (Pant, 2007, p. 462). 

Besides, the U.S insistence to put the maximum number of nuclear facilities under IAEA 

safeguards including the fast breeding reactors, which India claims to be an indigenous 

test program, was seen as an endeavor to halt India‘s fissile production. The bifurcation 

of its nuclear-energy program into civilian and military sections will at a stroke destroy 

the structure of the broad-based dual use nuclear energy program.  

 The opponent of the nuclear deal from US argues that the major obstacle to the 

deal was the collapse of the non-proliferation goals. On the matter of separating the 

civilian-nuclear facilities, the US administration maintained that the separation must be 

―credible and defensible from a non-proliferation standpoint‖ to ensure US compliance 

with Article I of the NPT, which reads that a NWS should ‗not assist a nuclear weapons 

program in a non nuclear weapon state'. It was further reiterated, 

To strengthen the international non-proliferation regime and to meet our 

own expectations, the civil/military split must be comprehensive enough 

to strengthen the nuclear non-proliferation regime and to provide strong 

assurances to supplier states and the IAEA that materials and equipment 

provided as part of civil cooperation will not be diverted to the civil 

cooperation (Joseph 2005)  

In response to criticism on this aspect of the deal, Indian PM Manmohan Singh in a Suo 

Motu Statement in the Lok Sabha on 27 February, 2006 clarified that  

We have taken into account our current and future strategic needs and 

programs after careful deliberation of all relevant factors, consistent with 

our nuclear doctrine...there has been no erosion of the integrity of our 

nuclear doctrine, either in terms of current or future capabilities...it will be 

the autonomous Indian decision as to what is ‗civilian‘ and what is 

‗military‘.  Nobody will tell us what is ‗civilian‘ and what is ‗military‘
14
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 It can be safely presumed that India was given an upper hand in determining which 

facilities it regarded civilian and accordingly place under IAEA inspections. 

 B. Nuclear Energy 

 The defender of the Indo-US Nuclear Deal argues that the deal aims at strengthening 

India‘s growing energy needs. The soaring demand for energy has been the consequence 

of India‘s economic growth. Energy deficit has emanated as a constraint on India‘s 

accelerating growth. However, such a claim is dubious as India‘s performance in nuclear 

energy has been disappointing. India utilizes 11 per cent of various available energy 

sources including oil, gas, coal, wind and nuclear power for producing electricity. Out of 

this only 2-3 per cent is produced through nuclear power. Once the civil nuclear 

cooperation agreement, materializes by 2025 in its true sense, then the production could 

increase to a maximum of 6–8 per cent only. Neither the predictions of Homi Bhabha 

who claimed the that -by 1987 nuclear energy would constitute 20,000-25,000 megawatts 

of installed electricity-generation capacity and later his successor Vikram Sarabhai 

prediction that by 2000 there would be 43,500 megawatts of nuclear power came true 

(Sultan, 2006, p. 6). India started using nuclear technology with the intentions of 

socioeconomic development, but even today nuclear energy contributes 3,300 MW, that 

is 3% of India‘s installed electricity capacity. Thus prospects of the deal on the energy 

front are not as promising as projected by the Indian political and strategic leaders.  

C. Compromising National Sovereignty 

 Nuclear stalwarts like P.K.Iyengar, Bharat Karnad and A. N. Prasad (2009) noted that 

the deal ―would undermine India‘s nuclear programme, hurt independent nuclear 

technology development, compromise the nuclear security interests of the country and 

strategic independence and lead to the loss of sovereignty"(Iyengar, et al, 2009, p. 15). 

The BJP opposed the deal mainly because of the terms of the deal endangers India‘s 

nuclear programme and thereby country‘s strategic autonomy. In response to the U.S. 

Congress‘s passage of enabling legislation-the Hyde Act- in 2006, the BJP listed 

numerous continuing objections, and called the deal ―unacceptable‖ and aimed at 

―capping, rolling back, and eventually eliminating India‘s nuclear weapons capability" 
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(BJP Press Statement 2006). BJP stood against the deal on the ground of it compromising 

India‘s sovereignty. Jaswant Singh asserted that the deal compromised national security 

issues, sovereignty and independence of nuclear programme, autonomy of decision 

making and the future of R&D in nuclear field were jeopardized by signing the deal 

(Singh 2006).    

 D. Nuclear Testing 

 The issue of conducting nuclear test has generated heated controversies in India. 

According to the terms of the 123 Agreement, if India conducts a nuclear test then the US 

and NSG members would stop transfer of technology controlled by the NSG Trigger List. 

These conditions attached to Indian future nuclear testing is viewed with distrust as to 

force India‘s entry into the CTBT by the backdoor. Similarly the Presidential 

determination under section 106 of the Hyde Act provides that any waiver under section 

104 will be ineffective if the President determines that India has exploded a nuclear bomb 

after the date of the order (U.S Department of State, 2007). What is worth noticing is that 

after Pokhran II, India in its Draft Nuclear Doctrine had announced a voluntary 

moratorium on nuclear testing and the deal merely reinforces that doctrine. India is bound 

by the bilateral 123 Agreement, which does not say anything about nuclear testing.  

E. Global Disarmament  

The critic of the deal, particularly the Left argue that India has left its age old 

championed goal of global disarmament far behind. India has betrayed its disarmament 

commitment and joined 'Atomic Apartheid' regime (For long India has championed the 

cause of universal elimination of nuclear weapons and by celebrating its implicit nuclear 

recognition, it has accepted the existing discriminatory nuclear order. Further the nuclear 

deal is depicted to erode India's credibility and global stature and ―expose her colossal 

hypocrisy in masking a crude, dirty truth behind high moral posturing‖ (Bidwai, 2005, 

pp. 3362-3363). India has now upheld and sanctified the global nuclear regime, which for 

decades it had condemned as 'Atomic Apartheid‘ which can be largely considered as a 

moral back track.  
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F. Blow to Non-proliferation 

 Critics of the deal, in particular US, have pointed out that by giving an exception to 

India, the July Statement amounts to a violation of the non-proliferation regime. The 

opponent to the Indo-US nuclear cooperation regarded the agreement as a fetal error for 

the global non-proliferation regime, and have raised concerns over the domino effect as 

many non nuclear states will consider NPT as an "anachronism and reconsider their self-

restraint, and be tempted by the precedent that India has successfully established and that 

now, in effect, has an American blessing" (Talbott, 2005, p. 14). Moreover, it is 

considered that states like Brazil, South Africa, Ukraine and others who have given up 

nuclear weapon programme might feel offended. The issue of dampened US non-

proliferation goal has raised serious concerns within members of US Congress. Some US 

Congress members have asserted that ―the US could not afford to play favourites and 

break the rules of the nonproliferation regime to favour one nation at the risk of 

undermining critical international treaties on nuclear weapons‖ (Pant, 2007, p. 459). 

Although the antagonist of the deal have pointed to the adverse implications it might have 

for the Iranian and North Korean calculations, however it can be argued that both these 

states pursued nuclear weapons long before this deal. 

G. Right to Return 

 In accordance of the agreement on nuclear cooperation with non nuclear weapon states, 

the Atomic Energy Act grants US the right to return any transferred nuclear equipments 

and material or any special material produced through its use, if in case the cooperating 

detonates a nuclear explosive device. The provision of the right of the supplying country 

to take back its nuclear technology and knowhow once the receiving country —India 

violate the terms of the agreement—is not only a costly affair but also a humiliating one. 

H. Fissile Material Production 

 As suspected by the critics the deal will be a setback for India‘s fissile material 

production. The nuclear deal, by itself, does not cap the amount of fissile material that 

India can accumulate. This can only happen once an FMCT comes into effect, and that is 

unlikely to happen in the foreseeable future. Mainly because of American ballistic missile 



191 

 

defence plans, China had blocked negotiations on the treaty in the Conference of 

Disarmament (CD) in Geneva (Mattoo, 2005, p. 3817).  

The suspicions on the negative impact of the deal on India‘s fissile material production 

are also serious even if misplaced. As Strobe Talbott pointed out that:  

In one important respect, India has received more leniency than the five 

established nuclear ―haves‖ have asked for themselves: The US, Britain, 

France, Russia, and China say they have halted the production of the 

fissile material that goes into nuclear bombs, while India has only 

promised to join universal ban that would include Pakistan, if such a thing 

ever materializes‖(Talbott, 2005, p. 3817).  

I. Increasing Interference of USA in Indian Foreign Policy Choices  

  The most pervading obstacle to the Indo-US Nuclear Deal came from the 

domestic situation in India. Critics of the deal, particularly the Left parties in India have 

now and then alleged that because of the deal the influence and interference of US in 

India‘s foreign policy framework will increase. They cited India‘s vote against Iran in 

September 2005 and again in February 2006 in IAEA as a case of growing US clout over 

India‗s foreign policy choices.  

 Since the pronouncement of the Deal, the Communist Parties have been sceptical 

of the deal, as they constituted an important coalition of the Congress Party-led United 

Progressive Alliance (UPA) government. They had 59 seats out of 552-member of Lok 

Sabha. The CPM threatened the government to withdraw support if the deal is not 

renegotiated. Their main objection to the deal related to subservience of India‘s 

independent foreign policy. On the other hand, the BJP‘s opposition to the deal was 

political rather than substantive, which focused on the issue of India‘s compromising 

nuclear posture. 

6.3.2. POTENTIAL BENEFITS OF THE DEAL 

 According to Stephen Cohen, " there are four schools of thought in India 

regarding relations with America: the Enthusiasts, the Free Riders, the Doubters, and the 
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Hostiles". The Enthusiasts and the Free Riders are defensive realists who support India's 

closer relation with the United States, arguing the threat India faces from rising China 

and concludes that US sees India as a potential strategic partner. On the other hand the 

Doubters and the Hostiles are offensive realists and reject closer ties with the United 

States (Cohen, 2003, p. 56). In the debate with regard to the Indo-US nuclear deal, we 

find all the four school of thoughts featured prominently. 

 Secretary of State Rice appeared before key Senate and House committees in 

April 2006 to press the Bush Administration‘s case for 'Civil Nuclear Cooperation' with 

India. The Administration offered five main justifications for making changes in U.S. law 

to allow for such cooperation, contending that doing so would- 

 • benefit U.S. security by bringing India into the non-proliferation mainstream;  

• benefit U.S. consumers by reducing pressures on global energy markets, especially 

carbon-based fuels; • benefit the environment by reducing carbon emissions/greenhouse 

gases; 

 • benefit U.S. business interests through sales to India the nuclear reactors, fuel, and 

support services; and 

 • benefit progress of the broader U.S.-India ―global partnership. 

 Rajaraman asserts that one beneficial outcome of the nuclear deal is that a 

―nationwide discussion took place on this subject‖ (Rajaraman, 2006, p. 3351). 

Interestingly, as seen above the main opposition to the Indo US Nuclear Deal did not 

come from international community but mainly from within India. The cost and benefit 

of the deal can be analysed from three spheres: economic, diplomacy and strategic and 

non-proliferation. On the business side the U.S.  Chamber of Commerce-which, along 

with the 'U.S.-India Business Council', lobbied vigorously in favour of President Bush‘s 

initiative speculating that 'Civil Nuclear Cooperation' with India could generate contracts 

for American businesses worth up to $100 billion, as well as generate up to 27,000 new 

American jobs each year for a decade (Yadav, 2010, p. 43). It was expected to "open up 

around $ 27 billion in investment in 18-20 nuclear plants in India over next 15 years" 
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(Rai, 2009, p. 101). A modest estimate predicted the deal generating $40 billion in new 

foreign investment in India (Kronstadt 2009: 38). India will be able to access civilian 

nuclear technology and fuel to expand its domestic programme. Further, the Nuclear Deal 

bears a possibility for India to escape the constraints forced by the NPT, which has 

denied India from importing certain nuclear technology. P K Iyengar further said, 

"nowhere in the Indo-US joint statement is there mention of any interference in our 

Military programme. It's only under the FMCT that the question of restricting the 

production of fissile materials for weapons comes in. That's a long way off...This is a 

welcome for the future agreement growth of our nuclear power industry‖ (Iyengar, 2009, 

p. 361).  

 The NSG waiver to nuclear commerce with India has been left entirely with the 

individual government. Ever since the NSG waiver, India has concluded numerous 

nuclear cooperation agreements with foreign nuclear suppliers. In September 2008, the 

Indian and French Governments signed a landmark nuclear cooperation pact that paves 

the way for the sale of French nuclear reactors to India. In December 2008, India and 

Russia signed agreements that would enable Russian firms to build four new nuclear 

power plants in India.  

 A deal with uranium-rich Kazakhstan was signed in January 2009. The Canadian 

Government, who had withdrawn all civilian cooperation with India following the 1974 

tests, also signed a nuclear cooperation Agreement with India in 2008. On the strategic 

front, according to R.C Mohan, the Joint Statement of July 2008 had created a third type 

of nuclear weapons state, limited to India alone, giving it some of the right enjoyed by the 

favoured five permanent nuclear states which is not enjoyed by the rest (Mohan 2003). It 

signified the recognition of India‘s growing role in global politics. The global nuclear 

cooperation can be considered as a reward for India's creditable voluntary restraint on 

maintaining strict control over its nuclear technology and knowledge. Geopolitically, the 

deal is also seen as being a part of American strategy to counter the rise of China in Asia.  

 The Deal received its share of jubilation. Under Secretary of State Nicholas 

Burns, the lead U.S. negotiator, called the deal ―perhaps the single most important 

initiative that India and the United States have agreed to in the 60 years of our 
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relationship [and] the symbolic center piece of a growing global partnership between our 

two countries‖ (Kronstadt, 2009, p 39). Further the former Atomic Energy Agency 

Chairman M. R. Srinivasan alleged that India has re-establishes her capabilities in the 

international stage by removing the decades of isolation in which its atomic power has 

developed (Bagla 2006).  

 The Indo-US nuclear deal reflects the significant influence of American power on 

the non-proliferation regime. In addition to the fact that the exemption given to India is 

mainly an acknowledgement of India‘s growing stature in global polity. While the 

importance of the US for India has always been more obvious, there is now growing 

recognition within the US of the increasing importance of India on a number of grave 

matters such as terrorism, climate change, clean energy, free trade, maritime security and 

the promotion of democracy and secular values.  

 The Joint Statement of 18 July 2008 the phrase ―state with advanced nuclear 

technology‖ clearly refers to India‘s nuclear weapons capability and, to that extent, 

achieved the aim of an indirect U.S. acknowledgement of India‘s status as a nuclear-

weapon state. Accordingly the deal saw strong political divide in non-proliferation norms 

that over a period of time has acquired a life of their own, despite the fact that at first 

powerful states played a definitive role entrenched in the system. For instance, the deal 

was rationalised on the ground that it did not led to the breakdown of NPT but rather 

strengthen nonproliferation regime. 

In the final analysis, the Indo-US nuclear deal symbolised transformation of India‘s 

nuclear identity, from a pariah to partner in nuclear non-proliferation. India and the US 

are strategic partners with common interests. It is the sum of their clearly established 

while others are still evolving commonalities, shared strategic interests and cultural 

connections that will help forge an even closer relationship between them in the future. 

6.4.   INDIA AND THE INTERNATIONAL EXPORT CONTROL REGME 

 One of the major features of the contemporary nuclear order- apart the major 

treaty commitment of the NPT- is the existence of international nuclear cartels. These 

export control organizations have conventionally sought to confine India. Nonetheless, 
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post-2008 India has been in negotiations to gain membership of various international 

export control regimes. There are four international export control organisation namely: 

  First, the Nuclear Supplier Group (NSG), which "governs the export of items that 

are especially designed or prepared for nuclear use;"
15

 Second, the Missile Technology 

Control Regime (MTCR), which aims to control the "non-proliferation of unmanned 

delivery systems capable of delivering weapons of mass destruction, and which seeks to 

coordinate national export licensing efforts aimed at preventing their proliferation;"
16

 

Third, the Australia Group (AG), which "seeks to ensure that exports do not contribute to 

the development of chemical or biological weapons;"
17

 Fourth, the Wassenaar 

Arrangement (WA), which aims to promote "transparency and greater responsibility in 

transfers of conventional arms and dual-use goods and technologies, thus preventing 

destabilizing accumulations."
18

 Of the four, India has become the member of MTCR and 

Wassenaar Agreement. However, the NSG, which deals directly with nuclear issues, is 

the most significant in regard to India's civilian reactors. In the past India viewed these 

informal arrangements as technology-denial regimes, but today its feels the requirement 

to engage with them for mutual benefit.  

 6.4.1. INDIA AND NSG 

 Since India has been granted waiver from NSG guidelines in 2008, it has been 

seeking for membership in the nuclear and technological control regimes, specially the 

Nuclear Supplier Group (NSG).  The waiver -imposed on India after its first nuclear 

explosion in 1947-revoke the restriction on civil nuclear trade with India and enables 

India to extensively increase its nuclear power generation and furthermore enter the 

export market in the upcoming years. In spite of the fact that the 2008 NSG waiver 

provides huge potential outcomes for India to engage in civilian nuclear trade with other 

countries- as a matter of fact India has indeed signed such civil nuclear cooperation 

agreements with several countries like Russia, France, UK, USA, Kazakhstan, Australia, 

and others- but being a full-fledged NSG member will provide greater conviction and a 

legitimate foundation for India's nuclear regime. Moreover, as India‘s international 

political, economic, military and strategic profile and influence increases, it would like to 

be a part of international rule formulating nations rather that rule abiding nations. 
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Therefore it is crucial that India gets due acknowledgment and a place on the high table 

of NSG (Ahmed S. N., 2017, p. 1). 

The NSG, (known as 'London Club') was rather a group and not a treaty. The main 

purpose of the formation of NSG was to direct the countries possessing nuclear 

technologies to ―coordinate their national rules for the supply of such technologies to 

states defined as non-nuclear weapon states under the NPT‖ (Rajagopalanand & Mishra, 

2014, p. 212). It proposed to ensure that the nuclear trade for peaceful purposes does not 

facilitate nuclear proliferation and that the international trade and cooperation in nuclear 

field is not impeded unjustly in the process.
19

  

 In May 2016, India applied for NSG membership after perceiving that its 

application for membership stands a positive chance for approval by consensus. India had 

gathered the support of major countries like US, UK, France and Russia. An 

overwhelming majority of the NSG members are in favour of Indian accession except a 

small group of countries who had held out in 2008 waiver until the last moment. 

Countries namely Brazil, Austria, New Zealand, China, South Africa, Ireland, and 

Turkey opposed India's entry to NSG. This was not just in view of India not being a 

signatory to the NPT, but rather there were diverse reasons for which these countries has 

voiced their opposition to India's NSG membership. South Africa, who voluntarily gave 

up their nuclear programme in 1994, is against all forms of nuclear testing.
20

Amid Indian 

PM Narendra Modi visit to South Africa in 2016, a joint statement was issued stating that 

the South African Government expressed their support for India's bid to NSG 

membership.
21

 While New Zealand and Ireland emphaised on the 'criteria based 

approach' for entry of India into the NSG.  However New Zealand Prime Minister John 

Key during his visit to India acknowledged the importance to India of joining the Nuclear 

Suppliers Group and also stated that New Zealand will keep on contributing productively 

to the procedure in progress in the NSG to consider India‘s membership. Brazil has 

opposed India's bid for membership on the ground of non-discriminatory criteria for 

membership, however during the Brazilian President Mr. Michel Temer visit to India in 

October 2016, in the 'India-Brazil Joint Statement' Brazil Governments expressed its 

willingness to the case of India's membership into the NSG.
22

Indian President Pranab 
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Mukherjee in 2013 had sought the support of Turkey to secure membership into the NSG. 

The then Turkish Foreign Minister Ahmet Davutoglu expressed the Turkish 'criteria 

based ' support to India. In the recent visit (2017) to India the Turkish President Recep 

Tayyip Erdogan  reiterated Turkish Government statement to support India.
23

However 

these countries were not expected to insist with their opposition, but apprehension 

towards China's posture lingered which came true when China vetoed India's entry. 

 China's opposition to Indian bid for NSG membership is rationalised on the 

ground of India being a non NPT state and India should accept the two-guidelines for 

conceding  new members into NSG, which involves to reach an agreement on non 

discriminatory grounds applicable to all non NPT states and then to consider country 

specific membership issues at the second stage.‖
24

 The geo-politics involved in China's 

opposition to India's bid for NSG membership has been argued by former Foreign 

Secretary Shyan Saran, that China values its alliance with Pakistan not only because of 

low risk and low cost proxy against India but at present Pakistan has become an integral 

part of China's long term strategic plans, in particular, its One Belt One Road initiative. 

The China-Pakistan Economic Corridor (CPEC) will link China‘s Xinjiang province with 

Pakistan and terminate at the Chinese assisted port of Gwadar on Pakistan‘s Balochistan 

coast, provides a critical node where the maritime and land corridors converge. 

Therefore, on account of stronger alliance with Pakistan, China is willing to pay a higher 

political cost in relation with India. For these reasons it is unlikely that China will allow 

India‘s entry into NSG unless Pakistan‘s entry can be assured at the same time. The 

majority of NSG members are not eager to include Pakistan mainly because of its 

proliferation record, therefore India may have to wait a longer time for a possible opening 

in the future (Saran, 2016, p. 192). 

Importance of NSG Membership  

 The NSG waiver in a way recognizes internationally India as a nuclear advanced 

country and promotes India‘s image in the international world order, regardless India is 

still not recognized as a Nuclear Weapons State. For number of reasons for MSG 

membership is considered to be important: The waiver provided the scope to conduct 

trade in nuclear fuel and technology to India, yet it remains vulnerable to uncertainty on a 
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sudden revision in the NSG guidelines surrounding the waiver. This uncertainty can be 

overcome only if India becomes a member of the NSG, which would ensure that no such 

negative actions could obstruct the steady progress of the Indian nuclear industry. 

Moreover, Indian inclusion would also secure the Indian nuclear cooperation agreements 

with other countries and unlock the door to international nuclear energy and technology. 

India's entry to NSG will boost its advancing nuclear technological knowledge which are 

essentially useful for energy production, health, defence and strategic development as 

well. The External Affair Minister Smt Sushma Swaraj while addressing the question in 

the Parliament, said that "India being a part of rule making in the NSG is much better 

than being in the position of rule taking. Membership would provide for an uninterrupted 

access to nuclear energy required by the civilian nuclear programs of India."
25

  

 Some of the strategist and policy-makers asserts that there is no requirement for 

India to pursue NSG membership, the rationale behind their position is the absence of 

any existing timeline to achieve universal nuclear disarmament. According to 

Ambassador Rakesh Sood who served as Special Envoy of the Prime Minister Dr. 

Manmohan Singh for Disarmament and Non-Proliferation expressed that the 2008 NSG 

waiver is adequate to facilitate India to engage in civilian international nuclear trade and 

commerce. The waiver is exceptional mainly because it is the only such waiver granted 

by the NSG and is an acknowledgement of India's excellent non-proliferation record, 

despite being a non signatory to the NPT. India has abided by the NSG Guidelines and 

accordingly coordinates its export controls. After the 2008 waiver, India has inked 

several civil nuclear cooperation agreements with more than a dozen countries therefore 

it is unlikely that the NSG would reverse its 2008 decision as these countries would 

likewise want to continue with their cooperation with India. India has inked several long 

term contracts for supply of uranium with supplier countries and has even concluded 

MOUs with France, Russia, US for supply of new generation, high capacity nuclear 

power reactors. A civil nuclear agreement with Japan has been finalized and should be 

concluded soon. 

For these reason, India's aspiration for membership is more for political reasons than 

otherwise, to be part of the decision making process within the NSG. It additionally 
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marks the acceptance and acknowledgement of India's unique position as a responsible 

member of the international community (Ahmed S. N., 2017, p. 5).  

 6.4.2. INDIA AND MISSILE TECHNOLOGY CONTROL REGIME (MTCR) 

 The Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) was created in 1987 by the 

industrialized G-7 countries (France, Canada, Italy, Germany, United Kingdom, Japan 

and United States of America) to confine the proliferation missiles and missile 

technology. At present there are 35 countries that are partners in MTCR and four 

―unilateral adherents‖ states i.e. Israel, Romania, Slovakia, and Macedonia. It is an 

informal political understanding among members who initiated MTCR to deal with the 

increasing risk of nuclear proliferation and to destabilizing delivery system for nuclear 

weapons. In 1992, it further extended its focus on the missiles proliferation for the 

delivery of a wide range of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) comprising all nuclear, 

chemical and biological weapons. Proliferation of WMD has been recognized as a risk to 

world peace and security and the main intends to counter this danger is to be watchful 

over the exchange of missile equipment, material, and related technologies which can be 

utilized for systems equipped for delivering WMD. The objective of MTCR is to control 

the export of technologies that could contribute to delivery systems for such weapons. In 

this context, the Regime places particular focus on 'rockets and unmanned aerial vehicles' 

capable of delivering a payload of at least 500 kg to a range of 300 km and on equipment, 

software, and technology for such systems. 

 In early 1980's India initiated its missile development program and has developed 

the Prithvi short range surface-to-surface ballistic missile and Agni-I medium range 

ballistic missile. Ballistic missile programs are closely attached with nuclear weapons 

programs as they are the 'primary survivable delivery vehicle' for nuclear weapons. 

Moreover, they also hold "tremendous symbolism regarding state‘s capabilities"(Narang, 

2009, p. 146). 

 In 1990's the official US policy was ―to cap, roll back, and eventually eliminate‖ 

Indian nuclear and missile capabilities, therefore India was under enormous pressure to 

transform its nuclear and missile posture. US strongly opposed the deployment of Prithvi 
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missile and Agni missile and criticized Indian action as provocative and destabilizing 

South Asia. In 1992 US imposed sanctions on India's civil space programs taking into 

account the potential contribution of  'cryogenic rocket technology' to India's ballistic 

missile capability (Choudhury & Sultan, 2008, p. 8). However over the last decade US 

perception towards India has softened considerably as evident from US mute reaction to 

India's test firing of Agni III in 2007. Many Indian strategists have interpreted U.S. 

recognition of India as ―a state with advanced nuclear technology‖ as de facto acceptance 

of India's nuclear and ballistic missile programs. 

 India has taken initiatives to strengthen its national export control law and policies 

on nuclear, missile, and dual-use technologies in accordance with global norms. The 

Weapon of Mass Destruction and their Delivery Systems (Prohibitions of Unlawful 

Activities) Bill was enacted in 2005. The Act "consolidated and expanded India‘s 

existing export control provisions by criminalizing unauthorized possession, export, and 

transit of materials and technology related to nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons 

and missile delivery systems"(Curtis, 2010, p. 9).  

 India has also coordinated its export control system with the guidelines and 

technology control list of the four control regimes. Special Chemicals Organisms 

Material Equipment and Technology (SCOMET) list in 2013, with eight categories was 

initiated. This has been regularly updated to harmonious with the guidelines and 

technology control list of the four control regimes. India has voluntarily adhere to MTCR 

regardless of its membership because it a responsible steward of its strategic weapons 

programs.  

From a victim to becoming a member 

 India, considered itself to be the victim of the regime before becoming the 35th 

MTCR member, it faced sanctions and 'restrictions on the import of military technologies 

and systems' due to which India‘s defence projects suffered. Many projects got delayed 

due to sanctions imposed by US - after 1998 nuclear test- for example the Light Combat 

Aircraft project, programs like the Arjun tank and the Akash SAM systems which took 

decades to complete. Though India did manage to build such indigenous technologies 
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(Agni missile system) but it did cost more time to develop the requisite technologies. The 

MTCR had restricted the countries from exporting military technologies to India, these 

restrictions forced Indian scientists to build indigenous systems and technology as 

sophisticated materials and systems were denied to India. Former PM Atal Bihari 

Vajpayee had criticized the double standards of MTCR. He underline the unjust and 

discriminatory practices by those who possessed nuclear weapons and their hesitance to 

loan some assistance to India.
26

A Sivathanu Pillai, former head of the Brahmos project 

recount India‘s struggle for indigenization as nothing short of a "mini freedom struggle." 

He considered the MTCR as a blessing in disguise as a result of MTCR restriction, 

materials, technology, and electronic systems were unavailable and all these had to be 

made in India.
27

  

 India's decision to sign the 'Hague Code of Conduct against Ballistic Missile 

Proliferation' (HCOC) on June 2, 2016 in Vienna, is yet another evident of India's 

exemplary record of non-proliferation which reassure India's commitments in working 

towards global disarmament.
28

 The HCOC membership became instrumental in India's 

quest for MTCR membership, on June 27, 2016 Mr. Piet de Klerk, the Dutch chair of the 

MTCR released a statement that the "formal procedures" for inclusion of India in the 

regime was finalized. De Klerk's further said that India's membership "will strengthen 

global efforts to avoid proliferation of delivery systems‖ capable of delivering weapons 

of mass destruction (Devenport, 2016). 

Benefits of being an MTCR member 

 The MTCR membership provides India the opportunity to invest and engage in 

the knowledge exchange program, working and in the reinvention of developing the 

indigenous defence sector and other initiatives, such as Make in India 

project.
29

Additionally, it would also benefit India in expanding its commercial state 

ventures, like the ―export of sub-systems, satellites and commercial launch services 

etc.‖
30

  

 Being able to access market in the space domain is another essential advantage of 

being an MTCR member which will permit MTCR countries to launch their satellite 
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payloads on ISRO‘s space launch vehicles. In spite of the fact that the MTCR does not 

differentiate between members, non-members and adherents, MTCR members like US 

does make a distinction in their national export control procedures. As a member of the 

MTCR, India will now have access to other important technologies in the area of 

avionics, diagnostics, testing and evaluation, which would have been denied to India by 

Western countries if India had not become a member of the MTCR (Vishwanathan, 2016, 

p. 221).  

 India's MTCR membership will also improve its joint endeavors with Russia, 

specifically the BrahMos. India will likewise have the capacity to purchase surveillance 

from different countries like the American Predator drone. The MTCR membership also 

permits India to keep on advancing its non-proliferation leadership and also to contribute 

towards regime by confining missile proliferation in the world.
31

 The rationale behind 

India's inclusion into the regime can be significantly drawn from India's commendable 

non-proliferation record and its sincere effort to work towards global elimination of 

weapon of mass destruction. 

 Another advantage of becoming a member of MTCR is that it will enable India to 

assume an active role in restricting global missile proliferation threat.
32

 India on various 

occasions has strongly expressed its commitment towards preventing WMD proliferation 

and the delivery system. Its entrance into MTCR will enable India's to live up to that 

commitment. India will likewise get the opportunity to participate in decision making 

process of the MTCR thereby setting the global standards for a responsible behaviour and 

help to guide the international missile nonproliferation effort.
33

 India can help 

universalize the norms of missile non-proliferation and motivate non-adherent countries 

to coordinate their export control practices with that of MTCR.   

6.4.3. AUSTRALIAN GROUP 

 Australia Group (AG) was established in 1985 after Iraq used chemical weapon in 

1984. It is an informal group of 41 countries chaired permanently by Australia with the 

objective to assist member countries to identify exports that contributes to the 

development of biological and chemical weapons. The AG members are obliged to 
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harmonize export control and coordinate their national export control in accordance to 

Chemical Weapons Convention and the Biological and Toxins Weapons Convention. A 

membership criterion includes implementing an effective control system based on items 

on AG list which must be supported by adequate licensing and enforcement regimes. 

Members must also create "channels for confidential exchange of information and a 

denial notification system that protects commercial confidentiality"(Curtis, 2010, p. 7). 

 Indian is willing to become a member of the Australia Group and fulfills one of 

the main criteria of being a member of Biological and Toxin Weapon Conventions in 

1974 and Chemical Weapons Convention force in 1997. Though not a member of the AG 

India has strict export control regulations outlined in the Special Chemicals, Organisms, 

Materials, Equipment, and Technologies (SCOMET) guidelines, Indian national export 

product control list includes goods, technologies and services which are subject to the 

requirement of dual- use licensing.
34

 However, the only obstacle in the membership is 

that the AG maintains a control list which slightly differs from Indian list. This might 

cause India minor problems as certain elements of AG‘s list were left out of India‘s 

SCOMET list of 2016. However, these problems are not insurmountable. 

 The perks of Australia Group‘s membership to India can be summarized as 

follow, AG membership would facilitate India to participate in framing laws to avert 

chemical and biological weapons proliferation, which is of a great concern in volatile 

South Asia. It would also facilitate Indian lobby better for NSG membership as many of 

AG members are also members of NSG which will further give credibility. Thus the 

group should be open to India‘s membership as this would be a step toward integrating 

India into global non-proliferation efforts. 

6.4.4. WASSENAAR ARRANGEMENT (WA) 

 In July 1996, 33 nations approved the Wassenaar Arrangement and at present 

there are 42 member countries including India who got inducted on December 7, 2017. It 

is a voluntary export controls regime for conventional arms and dual-use goods and 

technologies. The dual-use goods refer to commodities, processes, or technologies which 

http://www.nti.org/learn/glossary/export-control/
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can be primarily used for civilian purposes and also can be utilized to develop or enhance 

military capabilities. The Wassenaar Arrangement replaced the Coordinating Committee 

for Multilateral Export Controls (CoCom), the Cold War organization that controlled 

sensitive technology exports to Communist nations. The Wassenaar Arrangement is 

specifically designed to contribute to regional and international security and stability, by 

―promoting transparency and greater responsibility with regard to transfers of 

conventional arms and dual-use goods and technologies, thus preventing destabilizing 

accumulations.‖
35

  

 Similar to other control mechanisms, Wassenaar Arrangement is voluntary and 

does not have enforcement and compliance provisions. Therefore there is no ambiguity 

which enhances confidence-building measure. Towards that end, the member countries 

created a set of ―non-binding best practices‖ as a way of encouraging stricter 

acquiescence. As evident, in December 2000, the member states formulated best practices 

relating to implementation of national export control measures, disposal of excess 

military equipment, among others.
36

 

 Unlike the NSG or the MTCR, Wassenaar Arrangement has defined criteria for 

participation. The eligibility for a state to become a member of Wassenaar Arrangement 

is based on whether a particular country is a "producer or exporter of arms or industrial 

equipments, whether WA Control list is taken into consideration while framing its 

national export control, whether it has adhere to non proliferation policies, control list 

and to guidelines of the NSG, ZA, MTCR and AG if applicable, abide by NPT, the 

Biological and Toxicological Weapons Convention, the Chemical Weapons Convention 

and (where applicable) START I, including the Lisbon Protocol and its adherence to a 

fully effective export controls."
37

 

 India met three of these four criteria for gaining membership of WA. It is a 

producer and exporter of many of the items that comes under the Control lists of the 

Wassenaar Arrangement.  India's rise as an exporter has ascends her prolife in the global 

supply chains and its leverage as an exporter will also increase. With regard to its non-

proliferation policies India's adherence to the principles and norms of non-proliferation 
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has been well established. After all, it was India's exceptional track-record on 

nonproliferation made it possible to get the NSG waiver and got engaged in global 

nuclear commerce. It has also met the technical requirements of MTCR membership and 

became a member in 2016. It has signed and ratified the Biological and Toxicological 

Weapons Convention (BTWC) and the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC). As far as 

the NPT is concerned, despite being a non signatory India has abided by the principles of 

the treaty and fulfills all commitments that the member of the treaty needs too. India's 

decision to remain outside the treaty cannot be considered as a hindrance to gain 

membership of WA. With regard to the criteria of non proliferation policies which begins 

with ―where applicable‖ before referring to the NPT. Likewise the reference to NPT is 

with respect to "adherence" to the treaty and does not discuss ―being party‖ to the Treaty. 

 Membership to the WA would enhance the recognition of India as a responsible 

partner in maintaining international peace and security. India's entry into the WA 

however, will not guarantee access to all the items that fall under its Control lists but 

increase the probability of importing those restricted items. However the transfers will be 

liable to India's bilateral negotiations with supplier countries. India as a supplier and 

exporter state under the WA will likewise get to exercise its own discretion in 

determining a particular export.  

 As a member India could take the responsibility of identifying which items and 

whether or not their exports are potentially destabilizing to international security. India is 

growing in its clout and capacity as a producer of many of the items that fall under the 

WA Control lists. Considering the competitive prices that it will be able to offer to the 

global market, India has the potential to soon emerge as a major supplier of these items. 

As a member of WA, India will be able to not only identify items whose exports should 

be controlled based on their sensitivity to international security, but also define these 

items that would serve best the WA's objectives. As an advanced and responsible power, 

it is to the benefit of the regime to have India inside, rather than outside. The advantages 

of India‘s inclusion to global non-proliferation regimes are significant. In essence, India 

is becoming a willing partner to abide by the global rules of the regimes. Bringing India 

into these will also go a long way in enhancing the credibility of these groupings. As 
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India is a global rising power with an exceptional track record in non-proliferation, it is in 

the interest of these regimes to facilitate its accession.  

6.5 CONCLUSION 

 The influence played by the US in these multilateral export control regimes is 

undeniable. After all, it has had an important role in their establishment. Consequently, 

the US government carries a major role in India's integration process. There have been a 

couple of major factors that particularly motivated the US government to sign the civil 

nuclear deal with India and negotiate the India-specific waiver with NSG members. First 

was the anticipation of multiple business opportunities within India that would open up 

for the US civil nuclear industry. The commercial gain was one of the most important 

factors in generating domestic political momentum for civil nuclear cooperation with 

India. There was a realization that as India's economy grows, so will its demand for 

energy, to meet which, reliance on nuclear energy would expand significantly. That in 

turn would open up a huge market for the American civil nuclear industry.  

 The second factor was that of facilitating strategic partnership between India and 

the US. Over the last two decades, New Delhi and Washington's strategic interests have 

aligned well, especially in the Asia-Pacific where uncertainty over the implications of 

China's growing power has raised concerns in both the state. From that perspective, the 

civil nuclear cooperation agreement between India and the US was an indication that the 

two democracies were working towards strengthening their partnership and furthering 

their common strategic interests. These factors provided strong impetus for the US 

government to pursue both the civil nuclear deal and the subsequent NSG waiver. The 

US government has continued its support for the next stage of India's integration with the 

global nuclear order, In all the joint-statements issued by India and the US since 2010, 

US government has acknowledged India's efforts towards strengthening the global 

nonproliferation architecture and has noted that India is ready to be member of the 

international nuclear regime. 

 It is simultaneously important to acknowledge that both the global 

nonproliferation architecture as well as India's approach to it has evolved significantly 
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over the last two decades. What once was a troubled relationship is now marked by 

growing cooperation and trust. Indo-US Nuclear Deal opened the door to world nuclear 

order.  It was the recognition of India's impeccable record and unwavering commitment 

to non-proliferation, and India's willingness to contribute to the same cause which led the 

international community, including the NSG and the IAEA, to formally accept India into 

its fold in 2008. The next step for India's integration with the global nuclear order was its 

inclusion in the four export control bodies, out of which India has been included in 

MTCR and WA in 2017. The memberships in these influential strategic affairs' groups, 

put India in unique position to bargain the entry into NSG
38

 India got membership of both 

MTCR and Wassenaar Arrangement, without signing the NPT. Along with this, in July 

2017, India signed bilateral treaty with Japan on nuclear civil co-operation. These 

enhance India's non-proliferation credentials, along with giving access to acquire some 

critical technologies. Along with this, Wassenaar Arrangement would also give India an 

opportunity to take leadership role in preventing these technologies going in hands of 

terrorists. These developments make India's case much stronger in the next plenary 

session of NSG in June 2018. India's accession into the global regimes will go a long way 

in raising the credibility of both India as a responsible stakeholder and the regime as open 

and inclusive within the global nuclear order. 
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CHAPTER- 7 

CONCLUSION 

 India‟s nuclear programme has evolved gradually. The process of making nuclear 

choice arose from India‟s own understanding of itself and the world order. In the initial 

phases, Indian nuclear programme was conceived as means of economic development. 

Atomic science and development assumed a significant role in the technological 

development and the modernization of the country. However the existence of threat from 

nuclear China and Pakistan covert nuclear programme is ascertained as a factor for India's 

nuclear choice. India opted for the policy of keeping its nuclear option open by refusing to 

sign NPT and CTBT on discriminatory grounds in late 1990's. India's decision to conduct 

nuclear test in 1998 and self declared as a nuclear weapon state is an important transition 

from its past stand on nuclear weapon for development purpose only. Rather it was a logical 

culmination of a decade long evolution of strategy which was influenced by increasing 

hostile security environment, biased nuclear regime and India's quest for nuclear identity. 

 The rationale behind India's need for nuclear weapon is to resist any nuclear 

coercion or blackmail, and therefore its utility is only for self-defence. Consequently India 

has articulated nuclear doctrine that ascertains the political role of deterrence for its nuclear 

weapons. India's nuclear doctrine attributes to NFU posture and considers nuclear weapons 

as a political weapon and not for war fighting. To deter its adversaries, is in fact the essence 

of Indian strategic culture. The NFU policy indicates the intention of India to maintain the 

strategic stability in the region and signals out to both its nuclear armed neighbours to 

follow the path of restraint.  

 The operational nuclear strategy as flow from India‟s nuclear doctrine provides 

the least risk option in a situation where nuclear weapons are present. India nuclear 

deterrence is premised on a small nuclear stockpile that is not on hair trigger alert thus make 
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it less possible for accidental use or miscalculation. Along with India's commitment towards 

no first use and if used for punitive retaliation then the nuclear doctrine in the first place 

seeks to limit the odd of nuclear use. Unlike any other nuclear power India is the only state 

that has doctrinal commitment to abolish the nuclear weapons. Universal, verifiable and 

non-discriminatory nuclear disarmament is India's national security objective.  India has 

pursued the goal of complete abolition of nuclear weapons in order to overcome security 

threat as well as to ensure greater prospect for international peace and stability.  

 Considering social constructivists emphasis on socially constructed nature of 

actor, the interaction between international actors, and developments of  state interests and 

identity and how they change with interaction, has been taken as a base to assert how India's 

nuclear behaviour is motivated by a variety of interest rooted in her identity. India was 

among those nations in the world who feared weapon of mass destruction though realizing 

the potential use of nuclear power for development purpose. India has portrait herself as a 

peace loving country following the principle of non-violence and focused on development. 

India advocated universal nuclear disarmament and abolition of nuclear weapons. 

 Both formal and informal mechanisms of the non-proliferation regime had 

restricted Indian nuclear development. The impact of regime is through the constitutive 

procedure of definition and categorization. A certain definition of proliferation as the spread 

of nuclear weapons beyond the five NWS was enshrined as a global norm. India was aware 

of the inequality of this nuclear order. Since India had not tested by 1967, the regime made 

available only one identity—that of a NNWS, an identity India could not accept since it was 

engaged in establishing deterrence with China and Pakistan. As the regime became 

hegemonic, India was pressurized to conform to the behavior expected of a NNWS. Thus, 

the growing power of the regime became a hindrance to national interest as well as security 

issue for India.  

 India tried to escape being categorized either as a NNWS by testing a nuclear 

device or as a NWS by imputing peaceful purposes to the 1974 test. Global anti-nuclear 

norms were first tested in 1974 when India exploded a so-called peaceful nuclear device, 
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while accusing the NPT of establishing „nuclear apartheid‟. India regarded the NPT as a 

„discriminatory treaty‟, imposing a different set of rules on nuclear states and non-nuclear 

weapons states that had different rights and obligations. India remained a critic of the 

international order embodied in the NPT, challenging it from outside while developing 

nuclear devices and keeping the nuclear option open until its second nuclear tests in 1998. 

India‟s 1998 test series was followed by a declaration by the PM Vajpayee that India is a 

nuclear weapon power India cannot simply declare itself a NWS on fulfilling certain 

technical requirements. This status is inter-subjective and is enforced through particular 

procedures. The official US response to India‟s self declaration was a direct rejection of 

India's nuclear status as a nuclear weapon state.  

  India had always adhered to the NPT provisions under Article I, III, and VI which 

is applicable to nuclear weapons states only. India has a sound non proliferation record, has 

abided by the nuclear safeguards and has vigorously pursued negotiations for global 

disarmament and remains committed to nuclear weapon free world. 

  India's posture against the CTBT is also characterized by a similar argument as of 

NPT. India rejected the CTBT and presented an argument that it was discriminatory in 

character and decisively flawed as test ban treaty locks in the capabilities of the nuclear 

weapons states without requiring a reduction or freeze on the quantity of their weapons. 

India claims its objectives for a test ban treaty have always been linked to eventual 

disarmament and the CTBT has failed to meet Indian concern. 

  Along with bias nuclear regime it was the economic backwardness that 

encouraged India to the nuclear path. The colonial experience and the Cold War politics led 

P.M Nehru to choose the path of non-alignment in foreign policy and self-reliance in 

economic policy. Nehru's vision of India as a modern economically developed nation was 

implemented by Bhabha of their plan to modernize the nation through the application of 

modern science. Atomic power seemed only route to modernize India. The 1974 test was 

immediately declared to be a "Peaceful Nuclear Explosion" because of the fear of economic 
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sanctions. Economic sanctions were also seen as a security threat because they have 

negative effect on economic and technical progress. India‟s strategy has been to counter 

them through indigenous capability, particularly in nuclear technology. The 1974 test, for 

instance, was seen as “part of an industrial plan aiming at eliminating the need for foreign 

aid” (Times of India, 1974). and a step towards “substantial step towards self-reliance.”(Lok 

Sabha Debate 1974, p. 234) 

 In the 1990s, the international community began to expect that stronger economic 

relationships would restrain India‟s nuclear ambitions. If the nuclear program were 

accelerated the country would be isolated internationally, which would harm the economic 

interests of India. But, strikingly, this was the time that the government began to speed up 

the nuclear weapons program and started secret preparation for test. In 1995 ultimate 

disclosure and subsequent pressure from the US halted test preparations. The test was 

planned by the same Congress government who had liberalized the Indian economy. 

 The shift in discourse with economic liberalization facilitated the test. As the state 

withdrew from its developmental role, its regulatory role became more prominent. There 

was a dramatic u-turn in official state discourse. India emerged as a 'normal state', 

simultaneously participating in the global market and putting national security first (Sarkar, 

1998, p. 1729). India's shift towards „normalcy‟ helped reassure the world about the 

behavior of a nuclear India. India's extensive civilian nuclear power program, which can 

produce fissile material, help supplement the costs of a weapons program. However the 

historical Civil Nuclear Deal (2007) between India and US within a decade of India's 1998 

nuclear test was possible because of US interest In India's expanding economy.  

 India's security perception vis-a vis China and Pakistan is very important to 

understand India's nuclearisation process. Prime Minister Nehru was determined not to use 

nuclear weapons for war fighting but at the same time he could not discard the possible need 

in future if India is threatened or blackmailed. This laid the foundation of India's nuclear 

programme. In the initial years India's nuclear programme was for peaceful use with no 
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military intentions. However India's defeat in 1962 border war with China and Chinese 

nuclear test in 1964 had serious impact on the Indian decision making process and India's 

stand on nuclear issues started shifting. India's (self) assertion of China (other) as an 

aggressor and an expansionist country with nuclear capabilities was reaffirmed by Chinese 

support to Pakistan during Indo-Pakistan war 1965 and 1971 when China threatened to open 

the second front. The threat of the two front war raised its head for the first time. In a 

hypothetical situation of nuclear asymmetry where a nuclear armed state threatens or 

blackmail non nuclear state without the fear of retaliation can be perceived as India 

subjected to Chinese blackmail. These perceptions aggravate India's march towards nuclear 

weapons as India embarked on its first attempt to acquire nuclear weapon capability through 

Subterranean Nuclear Explosion Project. 

 India's (self) identification of Pakistan as a threat (other) can be perceived on the 

ground that, along with unsolved Kashmir dispute, which continues to be the bone of 

contentions between two neighbors. The development of Pakistan nuclear weapon 

programme which Pakistan consider as an “equaliser” against India‟s conventional military 

superiority has increased Indian suspicion. Emergence of Pakistan as a front line state in the 

war against Soviet force in Afghanistan in 1980's created a sense of apprehension but the 

most important aspect was the transfer of Pakistani's nuclear weapon programme from 

civilian ruler Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto to military reestablishment headed by Chief of Army Staff 

General Zia-ul-Haq altogether acquired more sinister dimensions.  

 To add to India's agony, the growing China-Pakistan military alliance was seen as 

steps to counter India or rather restrain India. Chinese clandestine proliferation of know- 

how and design of nuclear bomb and sale of missiles to Pakistan was seen as a security 

threat to India. Pakistani weapon tested by Chinese in Lop Nor test site in 1990's heightened 

India's threat perception. India‟s articulations of these countries have created a self-fulfilling 

prophecy on the hostile intentions of China and Pakistan regarding the nuclear 

developments in these countries which drove India towards exercising overt nuclear option.  
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 India's nuclear evolution is marked by confusion and uncertainty. Its engagement 

with international nuclear order started with the anti nuclear stand, opposing nuclear testing 

and advocating abolition of weapon of mass destruction. India was at foremost during the 

discussion to establish the International Atomic Energy Agency to promote peaceful use of 

nuclear energy and enthusiastically participated in the negotiations on the Nuclear Non-

proliferation Treaty (NPT), but eventually decided not to sign the NPT in 1968 when it 

became apparent that it would become an unequal treaty.  

 The first nuclear test conducted by India in 1974 though officially termed as 

'peaceful nuclear explosion', prompted the NPT members countries to set up the Nuclear 

Supply Group in 1975 in order to govern the supply of nuclear material and technology to 

non NPT members. The 1998 tests was seen as "a double setback" for peace in South Asia 

and for international efforts to stop the spread of nuclear weapons and control of the 

proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. 

 Despite its past, today, India is well on its way to becoming an integral part of the 

international nuclear order, both in its strategic and civilian nuclear programs. Sustained 

nuclear dialogue with the United States began in 2005, when President Bush and Indian 

Prime Minister Manmohan Singh began discussing nuclear cooperation. This engagement 

led to a new Indo-US partnership, which, in turn, redefined the Indian engagement with the 

international nuclear order. After years of sustained negotiations, India and the US 

announced Indo-US nuclear deal in 2005, and eventually signed it in October 2008. This 

nuclear deal virtually ended the Indian isolation in the global nuclear order.  

 The bargain that the two countries had struck was a useful compromise, India 

didn‟t have to give up its nuclear weapons to be part of the international nuclear order nor 

had the NPT to be rewritten to accommodate India. The culmination of the deal did not lead 

to the breakdown of the NPT system rather, the deal was rationalised on the grounds that it 

does not undermines but strengthens the nonproliferation regime both in India and United 

States. 
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 The Indo-US nuclear deal symbolised transformation of India‟s nuclear identity, 

from a pariah to partner in nuclear non-proliferation. US President George Bush 

acknowledged India as a "responsible state with advanced nuclear technology" and thereby 

expressing an implicit recognition to India‟s nuclear identity which was further indorsed by 

other nations who have signed civil nuclear deal with India. As of 2016, 14 nations have 

signed civil nuclear deal,   France, Russia, Canada, Kazakhstan United Kingdom, Australia 

and Japan to name few.  

 The next step for India's integration with the global nuclear order was its inclusion 

in the four export control bodies, out of which India has been included in MTCR and WA 

and Australian Group in 2017 except NSG. Though, India received NSG waiver in 2008 

which felicitated civil nuclear agreements and cooperation with more than dozen countries.  

  India's inclusion is facilitated by its non-proliferation credentials and India fulfills 

the criteria to be inducted in these regimes. Getting membership to these influential strategic 

groups have placed India in a position to bargain its entry into NSG. India, as a responsible 

nuclear power, has on a number of occasions expressed its strong commitment to preventing 

proliferation of WMD and their delivery systems. Its entry into the MTCR and the other 

three export control bodies allow India to live up to that commitment. Wassenaar 

Arrangement would also give India an opportunity to take leadership role in preventing 

these technologies going in hands of terrorists. These developments make India's case much 

stronger in the next plenary session of NSG in June 2018. India's accession into the global 

regimes, will go a long way in raising the credibility of both India as a responsible 

stakeholder and the regime as open and inclusive within the global nuclear order. 

 The two and a half decades of restraint exercised by India after exhibiting its 

nuclear capacity in 1974 until its second nuclear explosion in 1998 is itself an exceptional 

example. Building up on a record of nuclear restrained behaviour and a peaceful image of 

itself proved crucial in facilitating a positive image of India nuclear past. Moreover the 
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exceptional Indo-Us deal asserted that India has drawn resourcefully on its history to 

complete the journey from nuclear rogue to nuclear partner. The nuclear deal virtually ended 

the Indian isolation in the global nuclear order. The bargain that the two countries had struck 

was a useful compromise, India didn‟t have to give up its nuclear weapons to be part of the 

international nuclear order nor had the NPT to be rewritten to accommodate India.  

7.1. SUMMARY ANALYSIS  

 The main objectives of this study is to examine the motives and dynamics of 

India's quest for nuclearization and to what extent threat perception factored in India's 

nuclear policy and to highlight the ways India's nuclear identity has been transformed and 

how it has transformed. India's threat perception is an important ingredient in determining 

the security parameters since India is surrounded by nuclear armed states like China and 

Pakistan. With socially constructed security discourse framework India's national interest 

and identity is transformed. Since the identity of state depends on its preference and its 

actions. Social identity can explain the choices made by states as interests and preferences 

of the states can also be explained by identities.  

 

Discourse of India's nuclear policy 

 The newly independent India considered nuclear weapons to not only threatened 

global security but also human values. Such a worldview was put forward clearly by India‟s 

first PM Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru who took a pronounced stance in international institutions 

for total and complete elimination of all nuclear weapons. At the same time, Nehru was 

equally aware of the importance of atomic energy in industrial development. In the 

meantime, the Indian scientists developed the technological means producing nuclear 

technology that can be used for peaceful purposes of meeting energy needs and industrial 

development. To a nation that just came out of 200 years of colonial domination, atomic 

energy symbolised modernity, national prowess and international leverage. 

 But in the aftermath of the India-China Border war, it became increasingly clear 

to India that the present nuclear strategy was not sufficient and thereby India started seeking 
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positive nuclear assurances from great powers. During the 1960s and 1970s the massive cost 

of a nuclear program prevented India from considering nuclear option. The security 

perception started developing in India with perceived Chinese and Pakistani nuclear threats. 

Shastri succeeded Nehru as the Prime minister of India. He followed a guarded approach 

towards India‟s nuclear programme, resisting domestic pressure within and outside his party 

and stuck to no weapons policy. 

 Under the leadership of Indira Gandhi, in May 1974 India conducted its first 

nuclear test. India garbed the tests under normative overtures by describing the 1974 tests as 

Peaceful Nuclear Explosions (PNE) and named it „Smiling Buddha‟. The magnitude of 

international reactions surprised India. To prevent the international sanctions and increasing 

cost of nuclear build-up India exercised nuclear restrain for next 24 years. It was the fear of 

economic sanctions and the huge cost of nuclear weapons programme, which prevented 

India from going nuclear out rightly. Furthermore, there were external pressures and also 

political costs of crossing the nuclear threshold. 

 India‟s nuclear programme was revived after the coming in power of the young 

Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi in 1984. He allowed modernization of India‟s nuclear 

programme by giving a green signal to The „Missile man of India‟ A.P.J. Kalam to start 

Integrated Guided Missile Development Programme in 1983. He continued the policy of 

nuclear ambiguity throughout the 1990s. The 1990s witnessed a time of political turmoil for 

Indian system wherein three governments changed within a span of six years. However, 

there was no drastic change in India‟s nuclear posture. It remained ready to explode and yet 

under the carpet. 

 Thus, from independence to 1998 nuclear tests, India‟s nuclear policy displayed 

four major elements - opposition to military use of nuclear weapons, time bound programme 

for complete and global nuclear disarmament, developing nuclear technology only for 

peaceful purposes and opposition to the discriminatory nuclear regimes and treaties. But at 

no point of time in India‟s nuclear history did India thought of giving up nuclear weapons. 
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India‟s elimination of nuclear weapons programme was subject to a total and universal 

nuclear disarmament. 

 During most of India‟s post-independence period the nuclear question was viewed 

as a taboo trade-off between its moral integrity as a non-nuclear weapons state on the one 

hand, and the pursuit of power politics on the other. But during the 1980s and 1990s, the 

choice was gradually reframed as the nuclear taboo was broken for the shackle of moral 

values attributed to the possession of nuclear weapons and the quest for an international 

recognition became evident.  

 The objective of India‟s nuclear diplomacy has radically transformed after the 

tests. Until 11 May, the purpose was to create and sustain the option to make nuclear 

weapons when needed. Since Pokhran II, the diplomatic task has been to defend India‟s 

nuclear deterrent, reduce the political and economic fallout of exercising India‟s nuclear 

option, and eventually gain international acceptance of its new status as a nuclear power 

(Nayar & Paul, 2003, p. 225). 

 

Threat Perception vis-a-vis China and Pakistan 

 The threat perception is an important ingredient in determining the security 

parameters of any state specially one surrounded by nuclear states. India has fought 

conventional wars' in the past with its two nuclear armed neighbours China and Pakistan. 

Moreover, India found itself in a precarious situation where it was threatened by China‟s 

overt and Pakistan‟s covert nuclear capabilities with their common interests to deter India. 

India locates its rationale for the 1998 nuclear test in the so called threat from China 

heightened by alleged Sino-Pakistan strategic level nuclear and missile collaborations. The 

perception of oneself (India) with regard to other in this case China and Pakistan is seen in 

the light of India's nuclear quest.  

 China's ever rising economy and its aggressive political and military posture 

along with its nuclear modernisation and its unresolved border dispute adds to India's 

critical view of other that is China as a threat. 
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 India is conscious of the fact that China is a nuclear weapon state and maintains 

one of the world's largest armies. 

 Its massive economic strength and its growing influence in international order. 

 Its nuclear modernisation is rapidly transforming the technological quality and has 

the strength to reach strategic part of India. 

 China's assistance to Pakistan's nuclear programme and the sale of missiles and 

missiles technology to Pakistan also directly affects India's security.  

 China has its nuclear weapons stockpiled in Tibet right along India China borders.  

 China's no first use policy is view in suspicion as it clearly stated that its no first 

use policy is directed towards non nuclear weapon state and not applicable to 

nuclear possessor like India.  

 The other threat India perceives is from Pakistan, Pakistan has considered India as 

its enemy since the partition in 1947 and the evolution of Pakistan nuclear policy is driven 

by desire to match with India nuclear programme. India's security concern with regard to 

Pakistan revolves around on border dispute specially Kashmir issue, terrorism and failed 

diplomacy. Pakistan 'first-use policy' is seen as directed towards India to decrease India's 

conventional superiority.  

 India is conscious of Pakistan's nuclear capability which has equalizer effect on 

its conventional force. 

 Pakistan's increasing nuclear arsenal is India specific and nuclear weapons in the 

hands of Pakistani military leaders who have repeatedly declared that they would 

resort to the use of nuclear weapons in a war with India if conventional defenses 

fail. 

 Pakistan's mobilizes terrorist activities in India and the increasing violence in 

Kashmir due to cross border terrorism.  

 Pakistan's intentions to engage India with unsettled border dispute specially 

Kashmir dispute.  
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 Pakistan's nuclear proliferation activities and the fear of terrorist getting access to 

nuclear weapons in Pakistan a adds to India's critical view of other that is Pakistan 

as a threat. 

 

 The security related motives in 1960's has been crucial in setting up the strategic 

parameters for India's nuclear build up. Several events like India's humiliating defeat in 

India-China war in 1962 followed up with first Chinese  nuclear test of 1964, the Indo-

Pakistani war of 1965 when China supported Pakistan and threatened India to open the 

second front along the Himalayan border. Gradually in 1970's China's clandestine 

involvement in the development of Pakistan's nuclear programme contrary to international 

standards laid down by NPT, emerged as a decisive factor in the national interest 

composition that determined India's nuclear course.     

 

Identity factor for nuclear quest 

 The concept of identity is socially constructed and exists simply because actors 

ascribe specific meaning to them. Within the context of India's developing post-colonial 

identity, biased norms in the international framework have proved to be the vital component 

in its socially constructed understanding of its status in the world. India's strong emphasis on 

equality collided with the global nuclear order which formally materialized nuclear regime 

(Non Proliferation Treaty and Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty) which explicitly restrict 

official nuclear status to five powers and thereby denies nuclear status to country like India.  

 The nuclear nonproliferation regime facilitated India‟s forging of non weaponised 

nuclear deterrence and its choice to go for overt nuclearisation in 1998. The regime‟s 

categorization of states into Nuclear Weapon States and Non-Nuclear Weapon States 

structured the Indian quest for nuclear weapons. For instance India saw NPT as a victory of 

China and its perception of China was intensified by its recognition as a NWS identity by 

the non proliferation regime as China refused to enter into bilateral discussion with India on 
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nuclear issues on the ground that India was NNWS and raise the issue in multilateral forum. 

India learned that it would not be taken seriously unless India's nuclear status is 

unambiguous. By refusing to sign discriminatory NPT as a NNWS India denied the inferior 

position of nuclear have not states and decided to exercise its nuclear option and self 

declared as a nuclear weapon state after 1998 nuclear test. The perceived inherent injustice 

of the international nuclear order and its quest for nuclear identity was the major driving 

force for India's overt nuclearisation. 

Responsible Nuclear Behaviour 

 The NPT lays out the expected behavioural norms for its signatories which remain 

significant in understanding the nuclear responsibility. The treaty recognizes five permanent 

members as Nuclear Weapon States (NWS) as they had tested their nuclear device before 1 

January 1967 and the remaining other states are identified as Non-Nuclear Weapon States 

(NNWS). NPT allocates different responsibility to NWS and NNWS, the nuclear haves have 

the responsibility to stop the proliferation of nuclear weapons, arms race and disarmament 

but have the responsibility to share the benefits of the peaceful use of atomic energy with 

have not states. On the other hand NNWS have the responsibility to not to produce nuclear 

weapon but retains the right to peaceful use of atomic energy for civilian purpose.  

  India first tested its nuclear device though a peaceful one in 1974 after seven 

years from the benchmark year of 1967 recognition as NWS, therefore India is not 

recognized as NWS but posses nuclear weapon after the nuclear weapon test in 1998. India 

has criticized the inherent injustice of the international nuclear regime categorization of 

nuclear have and nuclear have not and India has always opposed the discriminatory 

character of the treaty on the ground that the de facto nuclear weapon states have no 

constrains to vertical proliferation as NPT fails to focus on the universal nuclear 

disarmament and all other types of proliferation. 

  Although India has defied NPT and has been safeguarding its own nuclear 

programme, it has never sought to destabilize the non-proliferation regime by proliferating 
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nuclear weapons, material or technology. India has always and successfully maintained a 

distinction between non proliferation treaty and non-proliferation. As India's commitment to 

the three pillars of NPT namely non-proliferation, the peaceful uses of nuclear energy and 

nuclear disarmament is commendable  

 India has voluntary declared moratorium to further nuclear testing after 1998. 

India has abided by NPT, for example Article I obliged the NWS not to transfer nuclear 

weapons or any explosive device to other state and not to assist any state to manufacture 

these weapons. India has abided with the Article III of the NPT which prohibits diversion 

from civil use of nuclear energy to production of nuclear weapon or other nuclear explosive 

device and the parties to the treaty is required to abide by the guidelines of IAEA safeguard 

with regards to the transfer of nuclear materials, technology and equipments to other state. 

India agreed to implement the IAEA safeguards in 2009 which involved the separation of  

its civil and military facilities and has placed nineteen of its nuclear facilities under IAEA 

safeguard. In accordance to Article IV of NPT India is committed to support NNSW parties 

to the NPT in their right to peaceful use of nuclear energy. This is noteworthy in light of the 

fact that Article IV is a core part of the bargain within NPT between NWS and NNWS. 

  As part of its nuclear policy India has taken up various steps to develop a 

voluntary nuclear export controls. India has passed several laws since 1960's but the most 

recent being Weapon of Mass Destruction and their Delivery System Act of 2005. India has 

additionally taken steps to prohibit the export of dual use items and has permitted the export 

of dual use items only under license. India has updated its Special Chemical, Organism, 

Materials, Equipment and Technologies (SOMET) which is the list of dual use items to 

meet the standards of NSG and MTCR.  

 Nehru was the first leader to call for an immediate suspension of all nuclear 

weapons after US exploded its hydrogen bomb in 1954. Ever since then every successive 

Indian Government despite belonging to different parties have championed the call for 

worldwide nuclear disarmament. India was a passionate advocate of disarmament in the UN 
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and other forums and had taken numerous initiatives which were aimed at eliminating 

nuclear weapons.   

 In 1950's India had introduced several disarmament initiatives either on its own or 

jointly within various UN organs, These initiatives included: (1) a Draft resolution on 

“Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy” to the General Assembly in 1948. (2) A Draft resolution 

on “Declaration on the Removal of Threat of a New War and the strengthening of Peace and 

Security among Nations” in 1949. (3) Standstill Agreements in 1954. (4) “Dissemination of 

Information on the Effects of Atomic Radiation and the Effects of Experimental Explosions 

of Thermonuclear Bombs” in 1955. (5) “Cessation of All Explosions of Nuclear and Other 

Weapons” in 1956. (6) “Suspension of Nuclear and Thermonuclear tests in 1959 and (7) a 

draft resolution on the “Directives on General and Complete Disarmament” in 1959.  

  Likewise from 1960's to 1970‟s India presented four disarmament initiatives to 

the UN. They were: (1) a draft resolution “Question on Disarmament in 1961. (2) a request 

for the agenda item "The Urgent Ned for Suspension of Nuclear and Thermonuclear Tests" 

in 1962. (3) “Non Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons” in 1964, and (4) Resolution 2028 

presented by India and seven other nations “A Treaty to Prevent the Proliferation of Nuclear 

Weapons” in 1965.  

  In 1988, PM Rajiv Gandhi came up with Action Plan for a nuclear free World at 

the third UN Special Session on Disarmament. The Action Plan covered all areas of 

disarmament including space weapons, conventional arms, chemical and biological 

weapons, concentrated on nuclear disarmament which was to be implemented within a time-

bound framework.  

 India is committed to moratorium on further testing, has announced a no first use 

policy and has declared her intention to participate in a FMTC in the Conference on 

Disarmament (CD). Further India has undertaken to institute stringent export controls on 

nuclear and missile related technology.  Like NWS who have advance nuclear technological 

base, India has also adopted UN Security Council Resolution 1540 of 2004 - UNSC 

Resolution 1540 imposes binding obligation on states to adopt domestic legislations to 
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prevent proliferation of nuclear. Chemical and biological weapons and their means of 

delivery and establish appropriate domestic controls over related materials to prevent their 

illicit trafficking. India had adopted domestic legislation like 'The Weapons of Mass 

Destruction (WMD) and Their Delivery Systems (Prohibition of Unlawful Activities) Act' 

in June 2004. Although India's multilateral disarmament diplomacy has been more mute and 

low profile, even though India continues to support efforts to discuss nuclear disarmament 

in the CD and has expressed her willingness to participate in any negotiations to limit and 

reduce nuclear weapon at appropriate time.  

India's integrations into nuclear world order 

 Indian leaders had carefully constructed a responsible and restrained character of 

India's nuclear programme, even before the 1998 nuclear test. The long 24 years of self 

restrained after first nuclear test in 1974 was referred as a responsible behaviour of India 

who had refrain from testing and weaponization. Infact after the 1998 nuclear test, restraint 

became the bedrock of India's nuclear diplomacy. This can be asserted from the fact that the 

immediately after the test PM Vajpayee declared that India intentions have been and always 

will be peaceful and asserted that India's would be content with "minimum nuclear 

deterrent" and assured that India did not intend to build large nuclear arsenal unlike other 

nuclear states. Infact India would induct nuclear weapons into arm force only if it is 

necessary. India made it clear that it was not into any kind of arm race with any other 

country.  

 With the opening up of nuclear cooperation with the US and other countries it 

appears that India's status as a nuclear armed state has been recognized by the world. The 

Indo-US Civil Nuclear Deal in 2008 was the result of India's cautious diplomacy aiming to 

establish an identity of itself as a responsible possessor of nuclear weapons. This nuclear 

deal virtually ended the Indian isolation in the global nuclear order. The bargain that the two 

countries had struck was a useful compromise, New Delhi didn‟t have to give up its nuclear 
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weapons to be part of the international nuclear order nor had the NPT to be rewritten to 

accommodate India.  

 One of the major features of the contemporary nuclear order- apart the major 

treaty commitment of the NPT- is the existence of international nuclear cartels. These export 

control organizations have conventionally sought to confine India. Nonetheless, post-2008 

India has been in negotiations to gain membership of various international export control 

regimes. The 2008 NSG waiver facilitate India to engage in civilian international nuclear 

trade and commerce. The waiver is exceptional mainly because it is the only such waiver 

granted by the NSG and is an acknowledgement of India's excellent non-proliferation 

record, despite being a non signatory to the NPT. India has abide by the NSG Guidelines 

and accordingly coordinate its export controls. After the 2008 waiver, India has inked 

several civil nuclear cooperation agreements with more than a dozen countries. India's 

decision to sign the 'Hague Code of Conduct against Ballistic Missile Proliferation' (HCOC) 

on June 2, 2016 in Vienna, is yet another evident of India's exemplary record of non-

proliferation which reassure India's commitments in working towards global disarmament 

(MEA 2016) The HCOC membership became instrumental in India's quest for MTCR 

membership, on June 27, 2016. As a producer and exporter of many items that comes under 

the control lists of Wassenaar Arrangement and India's adherence to the principles and 

norms of non proliferation has been well established. India also fulfilled all commitments 

that other NWS under NPT have met have facilitated India's membership to Wassenaar 

Arrangement in 2017.     

 Indo-US Nuclear Deal opened the door to world nuclear order.  It was the 

recognition of India's impeccable record and unwavering commitment to non-proliferation, 

and India's willingness to contribute to the same cause which led the international 

community, including the NSG and the IAEA, to formally accept India into its fold in 2008. 

The next step for India's integration with the global nuclear order was its inclusion in the 

four export control bodies, out of which India has been included in MTCR and WA in 2016 
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and 2017 respectively. India is no more considered as a target of non proliferations and is 

regarded as a responsible partner to contain proliferation of weapon of mass destruction. 

7.2. KEY FINDINGS AND FUTURE POSSIBLITIES 

 Ever since the emergence of independent India, India has laid emphasis on the 

values of peaceful co-existence, non-violence, and non-alignment and has been supporting 

and promoting these values. India favoured peaceful use of nuclear technology but was 

against military use. India advocated disarmament and non proliferation which is the 

reflection of India's commitment to these values.  

 After 1998 nuclear test India voluntarily gave up nuclear testing, India‟s nuclear 

doctrine attributes to no first use policy while maintaining credible deterrence, India's 

adherence to NPT despite not being a party to the treaty is all embedded in its traditional 

values which have guided India's nuclear policy.  

 The nuclear rivalry in South Asia consists of two dyads, India versus China and 

India versus Pakistan. Surrounded with both rival nuclear power India must contend with 

territorial dispute, history of war, periodic crisis and perceptions of mutual threat.  

 India's nuclear status has not deterred China. Infact it has refused to recognise 

India as a nuclear state. A sort of 'cold war' rivalry between the two nuclear neighbours 

continues to effect its relations. China's rising defence budget rapid modernisation of its 

nuclear arsenal, its aggressive posture and military build-up in Tibet along the Indian 

border, and the strengthening of its strategic strike force have infact increased Indian 

apprehension.  

 India‟s growing threat perception and security concern about China which is 

evident from the above analysis. Despite increasing bi-lateral ties and substantial economic 

cooperation between the two Asian giants China still remains a major threat to Indian 

security.  

 The prospect of nuclear exchange between the two states is dim as both India and 

China have adopted the policy of minimum deterrence and have built their doctrines and 
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force posture around the concept of No First Use (NFU). Not to forget that that the nuclear 

armed states do not go to war not even conventional war because of the unacceptable risk of 

escalation as both India and China have the capability and potential to hurt each other. 

 India's overt nuclearisation has neutralized its conventional military strength 

against Pakistan tested its nuclear weapon two weeks later. India and Pakistan continues to 

harbour rigid attitudes on Kashmir issue and has adopted dangerous tactics to counter each 

other. These include Pakistan's support to cross border terrorism against India and India's 

limited war doctrine to punish Pakistan. Both these strategies are escalatory in nature and 

could lead to war like situation in South Asia.  

 China Pakistan alliance cannot be overlooked as its major purpose is to deter 

India. Apart from China's clandestine proliferation of technology, nuclear materials and 

warhead designs for the Pakistani bomb. China does not support India's bid for NSG 

membership until general rules are formulated to include other non members of NPT. This 

clearly indicated that China is keen to include Pakistan joining the group if India makes it to 

NSG and for this reason China prefers to wait for until conducive situation is created to 

facilitate Pakistan entry 

 Trilateral nuclear risk negotiation is difficult in South Asia because China refuses 

to acknowledge India's nuclear status and not willing to enter into a nuclear dialogue with 

India therefore India should engage with bilateral nuclear risk reduction measures with 

Pakistan. If the bilateral relationship improves across a broader front then there is the 

possibility to engage China in bilateral or even trilateral nuclear risk reduction measures.  

 The most significant acknowledgement of Indian responsible nuclear behaviour 

was a bilateral nuclear cooperation agreement between India and US in 2008 within a 

decade of India's nuclear test in 1998. India a not signatory of NPT was considered under 

US law for civil nuclear cooperation by modifying the requirements of Section 123 of the 

US Atomic Energy Act of 1954 which restricted nuclear exports to non NPT states. 

 The IAEA and NSG waiver was given to India with regard to her non 

proliferation record and her adherence to NPT. India did not have to compromise with her 
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national and security interest. Resultantly it has opened new avenues of nuclear cooperation 

and trade with other countries. 

 In the past India had blatantly opposed nuclear regime NPT and CTCBT on the 

ground that its discriminatory and in the name of disarmament and non proliferation the 

nuclear haves tried to repress nuclear developments of threshold nuclear states. India 

perceived this to be a threat to its national interest.  

 India's non proliferation record and its adherence to NPT and the emergence of 

India as a major nuclear market and investment destination have changed the attitude of 

major nuclear countries and international nuclear regime.  

 India membership to MTRC, WA and AC has facilitated to meet the electric 

power shortage which is required for her growing economy and industrial development. 

Now India is engaged with nuclear regimes for her benefit. It also indicated India‟s new 

attitude towards nuclear regimes. 

 India has constructively worked on her strategies and portrayed her image of a 

responsible nuclear power without jeopardizing her national and security interest. India has 

not signed any treaty or agreements on discriminatory or unfavorable terms. The recent 

strict Civil Nuclear Liability Law of India is reflection of India‟s position of not 

compromising at any front. 

  

 The study asserts that while tracing the hallmarks in India‟s Nuclear Policy since 

independence, the threat perception vis-a vis China, Pakistan and the discriminatory 

international nuclear regimes has been the driving force for overt nuclearization and the 

nuclear weapons option was gradually converted from a national discourse to a strategic 

alternative by giving new political meanings to it by portraying itself to be a responsible 

nuclear power. 
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APPENDICES 

 

APPENDIX I  

 

Text of the letter by Indian PM Atal Behari Vajpayee to US President Bill Clinton 

on 14 May 1998 

 

Dear Mr. President, 

You would already be aware of the underground nuclear tests carried out in India. In this 

letter, I 

would like to explain the rationale for the tests. 

I have been deeply concerned at the deteriorating security environment, specially the 

nuclear environment, faced by India for some years past. We have an overt nuclear 

weapon state on our borders, a state which committed armed aggression against India in 

1962. Although our relations with that country have improved in the last decade or so, an 

atmosphere of distrust persists mainly due to the unresolved border problem. To add to 

the distrust that country has materially helped another neighbour of ours to become a 

covert nuclear weapons state. At the hands of this bitter neighbor we have suffered three 

aggressions in the last 50 years. And for the last ten years we have been the victim of 

unremitting terrorism and militancy sponsored by it in several parts of our country, 

specially Punjab and Jammu & Kashmir. Fortunately, the faith of the people in our 

democratic system as also their patriotism has enabled India to counter the activities of 

the terrorists and militants aided and abetted from abroad. 

The series of tests are limited in number and pose no danger to any country which has no 

inimical intentions towards India. We value our friendship and cooperation with your 

country and you personally. We hope that you will show understanding of our concern 

for India's security. 

I assure you that India will continue to work with your country in a multilateral or 

bilateral framework to promote the cause of nuclear disarmament. Our commitment to 

participate in nondiscriminatory and verifiable global disarmament measures is amply 
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demonstrated by our adherence to the two conventions on Biological and Chemical 

Weapons. In particular we are ready to participate in the negotiations to be held in 

Geneva in the Conference on Disarmament for the conclusion of a fissile material cut-off 

treaty. 

 

I enclose for your information the text of the press statement issued after the nuclear tests 

were carried out today. I close with the expression of my highest consideration for your 

country and yourself. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

A. B. VAJPAYEE 

 

Source: Text of Vajpayee’s letter to Clinton on May 14, 1998, The Indian Express, May 

14 1998.  (Accessed on  September  3, 2012). Available from 

URL:http://www.expressindia.com/fe/daily/19980514/13455844.html 
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APPENDIX II 

 

India’s Draft Nuclear Doctrine 

Preamble 

1.1. The use of nuclear weapons in particular as well as other weapons of mass 

destruction constitutes the gravest threat to humanity and to peace and stability in the 

international system. Unlike the other two categories of weapons of mass destruction, 

biological and chemical weapons which have been outlawed by international treaties, 

nuclear weapons remain instruments for national and collective security, the possession 

of which on a selective basis has been sought to be legitimised through permanent 

extension of the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty in May 1995. Nuclear weapon states 

have asserted that they will continue to rely on nuclear weapons, with some of them 

adopting policies to use them even in a non-nuclear context. These developments amount 

to virtual abandonment of nuclear disarmament. This is a serious setback to the struggle 

of the international community to abolish weapons of mass destruction. 

1.2. India’s primary objective is to achieve economic, political, social, scientific and 

technological development within a peaceful and democratic framework. This requires an 

environment of durable peace and insurance against potential risks to peace and stability. 

It will be India’s endeavour to proceed towards this overall objective in cooperation with 

the global democratic trends and to play a constructive role in advancing the international 

system toward a just, peaceful and equitable order. 

1.3. Autonomy of decision making in the developmental process and in strategic matters 

is an inalienable democratic right of the Indian people. India will strenuously guard this 

right in a world where nuclear weapons for a select few are sought to be legitimised for 

an indefinite future, and where there is growing complexity and frequency in the use of 

force for political purposes. 

1.4. India’s security is an integral component of its development process. India 

continuously aims at promoting an ever-expanding area of peace and stability around it 

so that development priorities can be pursued without disruption. 
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1.5. However, the very existence of offensive doctrines pertaining to the first use of 

nuclear weapons and the insistence of some nuclear weapon states on the legitimacy of 

their use even against non-nuclear weapon countries constitute a threat to peace, stability 

and sovereignty of states. 

1.6. This document outlines the broad principles for the development, deployment and 

employment of India’s nuclear forces. Details of policy and strategy concerning force 

structures, deployment and employment of nuclear forces will flow from this framework 

and will be laid down separately and kept under constant review. 

Objectives 

2.1. In the absence of global nuclear disarmament India’s strategic interests require 

effective, credible nuclear deterrence and adequate retaliatory capability should 

deterrence fail. This is consistent with the United Nations Charter, which sanctions the 

right of self-defence. 

2.2. The requirements of deterrence should be carefully weighed in the design of Indian 

nuclear 

forces and in the strategy to provide for a level of capability consistent with maximum 

credibility, survivability, effectiveness, safety and security. 

2.3. India shall pursue a doctrine of credible minimum nuclear deterrence. In this policy 

of “retaliation only,” the survivability of our arsenal is critical. This is a dynamic concept 

related to the strategic environment, technological imperatives and the needs of national 

security. The actual size, components, deployment and employment of nuclear forces will 

be decided in the light of these factors. India’s peacetime posture aims at convincing any 

potential aggressor that: 

a. any threat of use of nuclear weapons against India shall involve measures to counter 

the threat; and 

b. any nuclear attack on India and its forces shall result in punitive retaliation with 

nuclear weapons to inflict damage unacceptable to the aggressor. 

2.4. The fundamental purpose of Indian nuclear weapons is to deter the use and threat of 

use of nuclear weapons by any state or entity against India and its forces. India will not 

be the first to initiate a nuclear strike, but will respond with punitive retaliation should 

deterrence fail. 
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2.5. India will not resort to the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons against states 

which do not possess nuclear weapons, or are not aligned with nuclear weapon powers. 

2.6. Deterrence requires that India maintain: a. sufficient, survivable and operationally 

prepared nuclear forces. b. robust command and control system. c. effective intelligence 

and early warning capabilities. d. comprehensive planning and training for operations in 

line with the Strategy, and e. the will to employ nuclear forces and weapons. 

2.7. Highly effective conventional military capabilities shall be maintained to raise the 

threshold of outbreak both of conventional military conflict as well as that of threat or use 

of nuclear weapons. 

Nuclear Forces 

3.1. India’s nuclear forces will be effective, enduring, diverse, flexible, and responsive to 

the requirements in accordance with the concept of credible minimum deterrence. These 

forces will be based on a triad of aircraft, mobile land- based missiles and sea-based 

assets in keeping with the objectives outlined above. Survivability of the forces will be 

enhanced by a combination of multiple redundant systems, mobility, dispersion and 

deception. 

3.2. The doctrine envisages assured capability to shift from peacetime deployment to 

fully employable forces in the shortest possible time, and the ability to retaliate 

effectively even in a case of significant degradation by hostile strikes. 

Credibility and Survivability 

The following principles are central to India’s nuclear deterrent: 

4.1. Credibility: Any adversary must know that India can and will retaliate with sufficient 

nuclear weapons to inflict destruction and punishment that the aggressor will find 

unacceptable if nuclear weapons are used against India and its forces. 

4.2. Effectiveness: the efficacy of India’s nuclear deterrent be maximized through 

synergy among all elements involving reliability, timeliness, accuracy and weight of the 

attack. 

4.3. Survivability: a. India’s nuclear forces and their command and control shall be 

organized for very high survivability against surprise attacks and for rapid punitive 

response. They shall be designed and deployed to ensure survival against a first strike and 
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to endure repetitive attrition attempts with adequate retaliatory capabilities for a 

punishing strike, which would be unacceptable to the aggressor. 

b. Procedures for the continuity of nuclear command and control shall ensure a 

continuing capability to effectively employ nuclear weapons. 

Command and Control 

5.1. Nuclear weapons shall be tightly controlled and released for use at the highest 

political level. The authority to release nuclear weapons for use resides in the person of 

the Prime Minister of India, or his designated successor(s). 

5.2. An effective and survivable command and control system with requisite flexibility 

and responsiveness shall be in place. An integrated operational plan, or a series of 

sequential plans, predicated on strategic objectives and a targeting policy shall form part 

of the system. 

5.3. For effective employment, the unity of command and control of nuclear forces 

including dual capable delivery systems shall be ensured. 

5.4.The survivability of the nuclear arsenal and effective command, control, 

communications, computing, intelligence and information (C412) systems shall be 

assured. 

5.5. The Indian defence forces shall be in a position to execute operations in an NBC 

environment with minimal degradation. 

5.6. Space based and other assets shall be created to provide early warning, 

communications, damage/detonation assessment. 

Security and Safety 

6.1. Security: Extraordinary precautions shall be taken to ensure that nuclear weapons, 

their manufacture, transportation and storage are fully guarded against possible theft, 

loss, sabotage, damage or unauthorized access or use. 

6.2. Safety is an absolute requirement and tamper-proof procedure and systems shall be 

instituted to ensure that unauthorized or inadvertent activation/use of nuclear weapons 

does not take place and risks of accident are avoided. 

6.3. Disaster Control: India shall develop an appropriate disaster control system capable 

of handling the unique requirements of potential incidents involving nuclear weapons and 

materials. 
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Research and Development 

7.1. India should step up efforts in research and development to keep up with 

technological advances in this field. 

7.2. While India is committed to maintain the deployment of a deterrent which is both 

minimum and credible, it will not accept any restraints on building its R&D capability. 

Disarmament and Arms Control 

8.1. Global, verifiable and non-discriminatory nuclear disarmament is a national security 

objective. India shall continue its efforts to achieve the goal of a nuclear weapon-free 

world at an early date. 

8.2. Since no-first use of nuclear weapons is India’s basic commitment, every effort shall 

be made to persuade other states possessing nuclear weapons to join an international 

treaty banning first use. 

8.3. Having provided unqualified negative security assurances, India shall work for 

internationally binding unconditional negative security assurances by nuclear weapon 

states to non-nuclear weapon states. 

8.4. Nuclear arms control measures shall be sought as part of national security policy to 

reduce potential threats and to protect our own capability and its effectiveness. 

8.5. In view of the very high destructive potential of nuclear weapons, appropriate 

nuclear risk reduction and confidence building measures shall be sought, negotiated and 

instituted. 

 

Source: Embassy of India (1999), The Draft Report Of India’s Nuclear Doctrine. 

Accessed on November 14, 2013. Available from 

URL:http://www.indianembassy.org/policy/CTBT/nuclear_doctrine_aug_17_1999.html> 
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APPENDIX III 

 

Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons 

 

The States concluding this Treaty, hereinafter referred to as the “Parties to the Treaty”, 

Considering the devastation that would be visited upon all mankind by a nuclear war and 

the consequent need to make every effort to avert the danger of such a war and to take 

measures to safeguard the security of peoples, 

Believing that the proliferation of nuclear weapons would seriously enhance the danger 

of nuclear war, 

In conformity with resolutions of the United Nations General Assembly calling for the 

conclusion of an agreement on the prevention of wider dissemination of nuclear weapons, 

Undertaking to co-operate in facilitating the application of International Atomic Energy 

Agency safeguards on peaceful nuclear activities, 

Expressing their support for research, development and other efforts to further the 

application, within the framework of the International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards 

system, of the principle of safeguarding effectively the flow of source and special 

fissionable materials by use of instruments and other techniques at certain strategic 

points, 

Affirming the principle that the benefits of peaceful applications of nuclear technology, 

including any technological by-products which may be derived by nuclear-weapon States 

from the development of nuclear explosive devices, should be available for peaceful 

purposes to all Parties to the Treaty, whether nuclear-weapon or non-nuclear-weapon 

States, 

Convinced that, in furtherance of this principle, all Parties to the Treaty are entitled to 

participate in the fullest possible exchange of scientific information for, and to contribute 

alone or in cooperation with other States to, the further development of the applications 

of atomic energy for peaceful purposes, 

Declaring their intention to achieve at the earliest possible date the cessation of the 

nuclear arms race and to undertake effective measures in the direction of nuclear 

disarmament, 
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Urging the co-operation of all States in the attainment of this objective, 

Recalling the determination expressed by the Parties to the 1963 Treaty banning nuclear 

weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water in its Preamble to seek to 

achieve the discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time and to 

continue negotiations to this end, 

Desiring to further the easing of international tension and the strengthening of trust 

between States in order to facilitate the cessation of the manufacture of nuclear weapons, 

the liquidation of all their existing stockpiles, and the elimination from national arsenals 

of nuclear weapons and the means of their delivery pursuant to a Treaty on general and 

complete disarmament under strict and effective international control, 

Recalling that, in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations, States must refrain 

in the international relations from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity 

or political independence of any State, or in any other manner inconsistent with the 

Purposes of the United Nations, and that the establishment and maintenance of 

international peace and security are to be promoted with the least diversion for 

armaments of the world's human and economic resources, 

Have agreed as follows: 

ARTICLE I 

Each nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty undertakes not to transfer to any recipient 

whatsoever nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices or control over such 

weapons or explosive devices directly, or indirectly; and not in any way to assist, 

encourage, or induce any non-nuclear-weapon State to manufacture or otherwise acquire 

nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices, or control over such weapons or 

explosive devices. 

ARTICLE II 

Each non-nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty undertakes not to receive the transfer 

from any transferor whatsoever of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices or 

of control over such weapons or explosive devices directly, or indirectly; not to 

manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices; 

and not to seek or receive any assistance in the manufacture of nuclear weapons or other 

nuclear explosive devices . 
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ARTICLE III 

1. Each Non-nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty undertakes to accept safeguards, as 

set forth in an agreement to be negotiated and concluded with the International Atomic 

Energy Agency in accordance with the Statute of the International Atomic Energy 

Agency and the Agency's safeguards system, for the exclusive purpose of verification of 

the fulfilment of its obligations assumed under this Treaty with a view to preventing 

diversion of nuclear energy from peaceful uses to nuclear weapons or other nuclear 

explosive devices. Procedures for the safeguards required by this Article shall be 

followed with respect to source or special fissionable material whether it is being 

produced, processed or used in any principal nuclear facility or is outside any such 

facility. The safeguards required by this Article shall be applied on all source or special 

fissionable material in all peaceful nuclear activities within the territory of such State, 

under its jurisdiction, or carried out under its control anywhere. 

2. Each State Party to the Treaty undertakes not to provide: (a) source or special 

fissionable material, or (b) equipment or material especially designed or prepared for the 

processing, use or production of special fissionable material, to any non-nuclear-weapon 

State for peaceful purposes, unless the source or special fissionable material shall be 

subject to the safeguards  required by this Article. 

3. The safeguards required by this Article shall be implemented in a manner designed to 

comply with Article IV of this Treaty, and to avoid hampering the economic or 

technological development of the Parties or international co-operation in the field of 

peaceful nuclear activities, including the international exchange of nuclear material and 

equipment for the processing, use or production of nuclear material for peaceful purposes 

in accordance with the provisions of this Article and the principle of safeguarding set 

forth in the Preamble of the Treaty. 

4. Non-nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty shall conclude agreements with the 

International Atomic Energy Agency to meet the requirements of this Article either 

individually or together with other States in accordance with the Statute of the 

International Atomic Energy Agency. Negotiation of such agreements shall commence 

within 180 days from the original entry into force of this Treaty. For States depositing 

their instruments of ratification or accession after the 180-day period, negotiation of such 
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agreements shall commence not later than the date of such deposit. Such agreements shall 

enter into force not later than eighteen months after the date of initiation of negotiations. 

ARTICLE IV 

1. Nothing in this Treaty shall be interpreted as affecting the inalienable right of all the 

Parties to the Treaty to develop research, production and use of nuclear energy for 

peaceful purposes without discrimination and in conformity with Articles I and II of this 

Treaty. 

2. All the Parties to the Treaty undertake to facilitate, and have the right to participate in. 

the fullest possible exchange of equipment, materials and scientific and technological 

information for the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. Parties to the Treaty in a position to 

do so shall also cooperate in contributing alone or together with other States or 

international organizations to the further development of the applications of nuclear 

energy for peaceful purposes, especially in the territories of non-nuclear-weapon States 

Party to the Treaty, with due consideration for the needs of the developing areas of the 

world. 

ARTICLE V 

Each Party to the Treaty undertakes to take appropriate measures to ensure that, in 

accordance with this Treaty, under appropriate international observation and through 

appropriate international procedures, potential benefits from any peaceful applications of 

nuclear explosions will be made available to non-nuclear-weapon States Party to the 

Treaty on a non-discriminatory basis and that the charge to such Parties for the explosive 

devices used will be as low as possible and exclude any charge for research and 

development. Non-nuclear- weapon States Party to the Treaty shall be able to obtain such 

benefits, pursuant to a special international agreement or agreements, through an 

appropriate international body with adequate representation of nonnuclear-weapon States. 

Negotiations on this subject shall commence as soon as possible after the Treaty enters 

into force. Non-nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty so desiring may also obtain 

such benefits pursuant to bilateral agreements. 

ARTICLE VI 

Each of the Parties to the Treaty undertakes to pursue negotiations in good faith on 

effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to 
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nuclear disarmament, and on a treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict 

and effective international control. 

ARTICLE VII 

Nothing in this Treaty affects the right of any group of States to conclude regional 

treaties in order to assure the total absence of nuclear weapons in their respective 

territories. 

ARTICLE VIII 

1. Any Party to the Treaty may propose amendments to this Treaty. The text of any 

proposed amendment shall be submitted to the Depositary Governments which shall 

circulate it to all Parties to the Treaty. Thereupon, if requested to do so by one-third or 

more of the Parties to the Treaty, the Depositary Governments shall convene a 

conference, to which they shall invite all the Parties to the Treaty, to consider such an 

amendment. 

2. Any amendment to this Treaty must be approved by a majority of the votes of all the 

Parties to the Treaty, including the votes of all nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty 

and all other Parties which, on the date the amendment is circulated, are members of the 

Board of Governors of the International Atomic Energy Agency. The amendment shall 

enter into force for each Party that deposits its instrument of ratification of the 

amendment upon the deposit of such instruments of ratification by a majority of all the 

Parties, including the instruments of ratification of all nuclear-weapon States Party to the 

Treaty and all other Parties which, on the date the amendment is circulated, are members 

of the Board of Governors of the International Atomic Energy Agency. Thereafter, it 

shall enter into force for any other Party upon the deposit of its instrument of ratification 

of the amendment. 

3. Five years after the entry into force of this Treaty, a conference of Parties to the Treaty 

shall be held in Geneva, Switzerland, in order to review the operation of this Treaty with 

a view to assuring that the purposes of the Preamble and the provisions of the Treaty are 

being realised. At intervals of five years thereafter. a majority of the Parties to the Treaty 

may obtain, by submitting a proposal to this effect to the Depositary Governments, the 

convening of further conferences with the same objective of reviewing the operation of 

the Treaty. 
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ARTICLE IX 

1. This Treaty shall be open to all States for signature. Any State which does not sign the 

Treaty before its entry into force in accordance with paragraph 3 of this Article may 

accede to it at any time. 

2. This Treaty shall be subject to ratification by signatory States. Instruments of 

ratification and instruments of accession shall be deposited with the Governments of the 

United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the Union of Soviet Socialist 

Republics and the United States of America, which are hereby designated the Depositary 

Governments. 

3. This Treaty shall enter into force after its ratification by the States, the Governments of 

which are designated Depositaries of the Treaty, and forty other States signatory to this 

Treaty and the deposit of their instruments of ratification. For the purposes of this Treaty, 

a nuclear- weapon State is one which has manufactured and exploded a nuclear weapon 

or other nuclear explosive device prior to 1 January, 1967. 

4. For States whose instruments of ratification or accession are deposited subsequent to 

the entry into force of this Treaty, it shall enter into force on the date of the deposit of 

their instruments of ratification or accession. 

5. The Depositary Governments shall promptly inform all signatory and acceding States 

of the date of each signature, the date of deposit of each instrument of ratification or of 

accession, the date of the entry into force of this Treaty, and the date of receipt of any 

requests for convening a conference or other notices. 

6. This Treaty shall be registered by the Depositary Governments pursuant to Article 102 

of the Charter of the United Nations. 

ARTICLE X 

1. Each Party shall in exercising its national sovereignty have the right to withdraw from 

the Treaty if it decides that extraordinary events, related to the subject matter of this 

Treaty, have jeopardized the supreme interests of its country. It shall give notice of such 

withdrawal to all other Parties to the Treaty and to the United Nations Security Council 

three months in advance. Such notice shall include a statement of the extraordinary 

events it regards as having jeopardized its supreme interests. 
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2. Twenty-five years after the entry into force of the Treaty, a conference shall be 

convened to decide whether the Treaty shall continue in force indefinitely, or shall be 

extended for an additional fixed period or periods. This decision shall be taken by a 

majority of the Parties to the Treaty. 

ARTICLE XI 

This Treaty, the English, Russian, French, Spanish and Chinese texts of which are 

equally authentic, shall be deposited in the archives of the Depositary Governments. Duly 

certified copies of this Treaty shall be transmitted by the Depositary Governments to the 

Governments of the signatory and acceding States. 

 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the undersigned, duly authorised, have signed this Treaty. 

DONE in triplicate, at the cities of London, Moscow and Washington, the first day of 

July, one thousand nine hundred and sixty-eight. 

 

Source: Text of the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) Signed at Washington, London and 

Moscow, 1 July 1968. Accessed on October 19, 2014. Available from 

 URL: http://www.nti.org/media/pdfs/aptnpt.pdf?_=1316547167&_=1316547167 
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APPENDIX IV 

 

India-US Joint Statement, Washington D.C July 18, 2005 

 

President George W. Bush and Prime Minister Manmohan Singh today expressed 

satisfaction with the great progress the United States and India have made in advancing 

our strategic partnership to meet the global challenges of the 21st century. Both our 

countries are linked by a deep commitment to freedom and democracy; a celebration of 

national diversity, human creativity and innovation; a quest to expand prosperity and 

economic opportunity worldwide; and a desire to increase mutual security against the 

common threats posed by intolerance, terrorism, and the spread of weapons of mass 

destruction. The successful transformation of the U.S.-India relationship will have a 

decisive and positive influence on the future international system as it evolves in this new 

century. Reviewing the progress made in deepening the global partnership between the 

United States and India since their Joint Statement of July 18, 2005, the President and the 

Prime Minister reaffirm their commitment to expand even further the growing ties 

between their two countries. Consistent with this objective, the two leaders wish to 

highlight efforts the United States and India are making together in the following areas, 

where they have: 

For Economic Prosperity and Trade 

(1) Agreed to intensify efforts to develop a bilateral business climate supportive of trade 

and investment by: 

1. Welcoming the report of the U.S.-India CEO Forum, agreeing to consider its 

recommendations aimed at substantially broadening our bilateral economic relations, and 

directing the Chairs of the Indo-U.S. Economic Dialogue to follow up expeditiously with 

the CEO Forum; 

2. Endorsing the efforts of the U.S.-India Trade Policy Forum to reduce barriers to trade 

and investment with the goal of doubling bilateral trade in three years; 

3. Agreeing to advance mutually beneficial bilateral trade and investment flows by 

holding a high-level public-private investment summit in 2006, continuing efforts to 
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facilitate and promote foreign direct investment and eliminate impediments to it, and 

enhancing bilateral consultations on various issues including tariff and non-tariff barriers 

to trade in goods and services, and preventing the illicit use of the financial system. 

(2) Sought to expand cooperation in agriculture by: 

1. Launching the Knowledge Initiative on Agriculture with a three-year financial 

commitment to link our universities, technical institutions, and businesses to support 

agriculture education, joint 

research, and capacity building projects including in the area of biotechnology. 

2. Endorsing an agreed work plan to promote bilateral trade in agriculture through 

agreements that: lay out a path to open the U.S. market to Indian mangoes, recognize 

India as having the authority to certify that shipments of Indian products to the United 

States meet USDA organic standards, and provide for discussions on current regulations 

affecting trade in fresh fruits and vegetables, poultry and dairy, and almonds. 

(3) Reaffirmed their shared commitment to completing the WTO Doha Development 

Agenda (DDA) before the end of 2006, and agreed to work together to help achieve this 

outcome. 

For Energy Security and A Clean Environment 

(1) Welcomed the successful completion of discussions on India’s separation plan and 

looked forward to the full implementation of the commitments in the July 18, 2005 Joint 

Statement on nuclear cooperation. This historic accomplishment will permit our countries 

to move forward towards our common objective of full civil nuclear energy cooperation 

between India and the United States and between India and the international community 

as a whole. 

(2) Welcomed the participation of India in the ITER initiative on fusion energy as an 

important further step towards the common goal of full nuclear energy cooperation. 

(3) Agreed on India's participation in FutureGen, an international public-private 

partnership to develop new, commercially viable technology for a clean coal near-zero 

emission power project. 

India will contribute funding to the project and participate in the Government Steering 

Committee of this initiative. 
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(4) Welcomed the creation of the Asia Pacific Partnership on Clean Development and 

Climate, which will enable India and the U.S. to work together with other countries in the 

region to pursue sustainable development and meet increased energy needs while 

addressing concerns of energy security and climate change. The Partnership will 

collaborate to promote the development, diffusion, deployment and transfer of cleaner, 

cost-effective and more efficient technologies and practices. 

(5) Welcomed India's interest in the Integrated Ocean Drilling Program, an international 

marine research endeavor that will contribute to long-term energy solutions such as gas 

hydrates. 

 (6) Noting the positive cooperation under the Indo-U.S. Energy Dialogue, highlighted 

plans to hold joint conferences on topics such as energy efficiency and natural gas, to 

conduct study missions on renewable energy, to establish a clearing house in India for 

coal-bed methane/coalmine methane, and to exchange energy market information. 

For Innovation and the Knowledge Economy 

(1) Emphasizing the importance of knowledge partnerships, announced the establishment 

of a Bi- National Science and Technology Commission which the U.S. and India will co-

fund. It will generate collaborative partnerships in science and technology and promote 

industrial research and development. 

(2) Agreed that the United States and India would work together to promote innovation, 

creativity and technological advancement by providing a vibrant intellectual property 

rights regime, and to cooperate in the field of intellectual property rights to include 

capacity building activities, human resource development and public awareness 

programs. 

(3) Agreed to continue exploring further cooperation in civil space, including areas such 

as space exploration, satellite navigation, and earth science. The United States and India 

committed to move forward with agreements that will permit the launch of U.S. satellites 

and satellites containing U.S. components by Indian space launch vehicles, opening up 

new opportunities for commercial space cooperation between the two countries. 

(4) Welcomed the inclusion of two U.S. instruments in the Indian lunar mission 

Chandrayaan-1. They noted that memoranda of understanding to be signed by ISRO and 

NASA would be significant steps forward in this area. 
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(5) Welcomed the U.S. Department of Commerce's plan to create a license exception for 

items that would otherwise require an export license to end-users in India engaged solely 

in civilian activities. 

For Global Safety and Security 

(1) Noted the enhanced counter-terrorism cooperation between the two countries and 

stressed that terrorism is a global scourge that must be fought and rooted out in every part 

of the world. 

(2) Welcomed the increased cooperation between the United States and India in the 

defense area, since the New Framework for the U.S.-India Defence Relationship was 

signed on June 28, 2005, as evidenced by successful joint exercises, expanded defence 

cooperation and information sharing, and greater opportunities to jointly develop 

technologies and address security and humanitarian issues. 

(3) Reaffirmed their commitment to the protection of the free flow of commerce and to 

the safety of navigation, and agreed to the conclusion of a Maritime Cooperation 

Framework to enhance security in the maritime domain, to prevent piracy and other 

transnational crimes at sea, carry out search and rescue operations, combat marine 

pollution, respond to natural disasters, address emergent threats and enhance cooperative 

capabilities, including through logistics support. Both sides are working to finalize a 

Logistics Support Agreement at the earliest. 

(4) Welcomed India's intention to join the Container Security Initiative aimed at making 

global maritime trade and infrastructure more secure and reducing the risk of shipping 

containers being used to conceal weapons of mass destruction. 

(5) Reiterated their commitment to international efforts to prevent the proliferation of 

weapons of mass destruction. 

(6) Building on the July 2005 Disaster Relief Initiative, noted the important disaster 

management cooperation and their improved capabilities to respond to disaster situations. 

(7) Recognized the importance of capacity building in cyber security and greater 

cooperation to secure their growing electronic interdependencies, including to protect 

electronic transactions and critical infrastructure from cybercrime, terrorism and other 

malicious threats. 
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Deepening Democracy and Meeting International Challenges 

(1) Recalled their joint launch of the UN Democracy Fund in September 2005 and 

offered the experience and expertise of both Governments for capacity building, training 

and exchanges to third countries that request such assistance to strengthen democratic 

institutions. (2) Welcomed the decision of India and the United States to designate a 

representative to the Government Advisory Board of the International Centre for 

Democratic Transition (ICDT) located in Budapest to facilitate cooperative activities with 

ICDT. 

(3) Agreed that the Virtual Coordination and Information Centers set up in September 

2005 should be further strengthened and a bilateral meeting aimed at developing a 

practical programme for utilization of its services be held soon. 

(4) Expressed satisfaction at the expedited USFDA drug approval processes that 

strengthen the combat against HIV/AIDS at the global level and encourage greater 

corporate participation to meet this challenge, including the establishment of the Indo-

U.S. Corporate Fund for HIV/AIDS. 

(5) Agreed to expand bilateral efforts and continue cooperation in the area of medical 

research and strengthen technical capacity in food and drug regulation in India as well as 

address the concern on avian influenza, including agreement to reach out to the private 

sector, develop regional communications strategies, and plan an in-region containment 

and response exercise. The President welcomed India's offer to host the International 

Partnership on Avian and Pandemic Influenza meeting in 2007. 

(6) Welcomed India's membership in the Coalition Against Wildlife Trafficking, a 

partnership through which we will collaborate in the fight against illegal trade in wildlife 

and wildlife parts; we also welcome the opportunity to strengthen longstanding work 

together on the conservation of wildlife through cooperation on park management and 

ecotourism. President Bush thanked Prime Minister Singh and the people of India for the 

warmth of their reception and the generosity of their hospitality. 

 

Source: Ministry of External Affairs, India (2005), Indo-US Joint Statement, 18 July 

2005, Washington D,C. Accessed on January 16, 2015. Available from 

URL:http://meaindia.nic.in/mystart.php?id=53019889 
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